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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Boulder City, Nev. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a. m. in the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power Auditorium, 600 Nevada 
Highway, Boulder City, Nev., Hon. Clifton Young (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Youna. This is the time that has been set for a he ring by 
special subcommittee of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
of the House of Representatives, to investigate and consider the prob 
lems in southern Nevada. 

The first is proposed legislation to change Boulder City from a 
Federal municipality to a State-operated municipality. The second 
is a problem encountered in the recreational development of Lake 
Mead. The third will be a consideration of public land problems in 
southern Nevada. 

We have quite a number of witnesses on these three topics. There 
ure some 11 speakers on the Boulder City legislation. Following 
lunch, we will convene to hear witnesses on the recreational deve lop- 
ment of Lake Mead. After that we will turn our attention to the 
public-land problem of southern Nevada. 

From the investigation that we are conducting here today, a record 
will be made up of the oral testimony and statements that are sub- 
mitted. This record will be utilized by the full committee in the con- 
sideration of any bills which may be introduced. If there is no objec- 
tion from the members of the committee, we will commence with the 
meee Ee witnesses on the Boulder City legislation. The first will 
be E. G. Nielsen, of the Bureau of Reclamation, who will give us a 
vent _ i. ickground of the problem that we are considering. 

Ilirst, may we have the records show that the following Congressmen 
are present: Sam Yorty, Craig Hosmer, both from California, and 
John Rhodes, from Arizona, and Cliff Young, who is acting chairman, 
from Nevada. 

Mr. Nrevsen. Mr. Chairman, my name is FE. G. Nielsen. I am 
region: il director for the Bureau of Reclamatio n, and ve ry geiv rally, 
superintend the Bureau of Reclamation operations in this area. Be- 
cause the funds out of which the municipal oper: itions for on ler 
City are financed come from the appropriations for the Boulder Can- 
pon project, the municipal operation of Boulder City is one of my 
general responsibilities, 
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I think that the Bureau of Reclamation has, perhaps, three inter- 
ests in this legislation. First, I would put the requirements that we 
maintain in Boulder City the standard of municipal operation which 
will permit us to attract high-grade employees for our operations, 
Secon lly , | think we us to find the tormela by which we can charge 
the costs of those municipal operations against the benefiters in some 
reasonab le proportion to their benefits; and finally, therefore, for 
dis ‘ussion at least the pr blem as to whether the sort of local govern- 
ment we have here is a proper one. Mr. Harold Corbin is cur city 
manager, He is an employee of the Bureau of Reclamation. He will 
tell vou the sort of muni ipali tv we have here. He has been following 
the legislation as it has de be: ped thus ir} an nd with your permis- 

on, ] will ask him to cover he det ils O f le ois] abion for you. 
I will be here all « if you need any addition nal information. We 
be available f Se cniioning of course. 

Mr. You NG. Any questions for Mr. Nielsen ? If not, Mr. Corbin, 
you May proceed. 

Mr. Corsrxn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, T am 
Harold N. Corbin, city manager of Boulder City. Nev. I am em 
ploved in that capacity, as a Federal empl vee, by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to carry out the objective of the Departm« it of the 
Interior, which is to establish Boulder City as a municipality incor- 
porated under the laws of the State of Nevada. ! refer you to the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Order No. 2650 dated July 27, 1951, which 
established the Boulder City Municipal Office, the advis ry ce uneil, 
end the position of city manager. A copy of this order is attached 
hereto. 

Before presel ting the detail of this proposed legislation, which 
is for the purpose of permitting and assisting the community in 
stablishing a municipal ty in senile under the laws of the State 
of Nevada. T want to bring to your attention three basic factors which 
must be kept constantly in mind in considering this legislation, 

First. The Boulder Canyon project, as an entity of the United 
States Government in Boulder City, carries out the operating activi- 
ties for the dam and the power project. Side by side wit Hh this opera- 


tional capacity, the project also performs the function of trustee 


for the Colorado River dam fund, set up in the United States Treas- 
urv for the ecarrving on of the financing relating to the Boulder Can- 
von project. The economical and efficient operation of this “project,” 
as required by statute, the general regulations, and the agency con- 
tracts, must be assured in any legislation affecting the Boulder City 
area. 

Second. With respect to the matter of the establishment of a self- 
supporting municipality, it must be recognized that Boulder City 
is not a normal community. It came into existence as a community 
to provide, first, for personnel employed on the construction of the 
Boulder Canyon yrohenl and, second, for people engaged in the op- 
eration of the project and other Government establishments subse- 
quently located in Boulder City. No normal community would have 
deve sloped i in a location requiring the lifting of water as much as 1,400 
feet in a climate of extreme heat and dryness, where the water de- 
mand is abnormally high. Such businesses as are established in 
Boulder City are relatively small, and exist primarily for serving the 
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permanent population. While more than a half million tourists an- 
nually visit Hoover Dam, with nearly 2 million visiting the entire 
Lake Mead national recreation area, the preponderant number of 
these people do not stay overnight in Boulder City. Their contribu- 
tion to the “city” revenues is small. Boulder City does not have 
available any agricultural back country or significant amount of 
usable raw materials for industry, or other hinterland awaiting de- 
velopment or service. Other than Government operations, the town 
has no major industries or agricultural base from which to derive 
tax revenues. 

Under Nevada’s tax laws and regulations, it is an impossibility for 

a Nevada city to receive an appropriate share of the ad valorem tax 
dollar. If Boulder City were incorporated today, the maximum 
amount of property taxes that could be levied would be between 
$45,000 and $50,000. Based on an operating budget of $625,000, this 
would amount to only 7 to8 percent of the total revenue required. 
Jased on information contained in the 1952 Municipal Yearbook, 
loeal property taxes comprised 30 percent of gross revenues in cities 
throughout the United States of 5,000 to 10,000 population. Nevada 
cities are not permitted to levy sales or like taxes. 

It is, therefore, entirely essential that the Boulder Canyon project 
dneoke te to the municipality which serves its needs. 

Third. The passage of this or any similar legislation will not auto 
matically incorporate Boulder City. Incorporation will be achieved 
only through exercise of the majority will of the residents of Boulder 
City. It cannot be legislated by Congress. 

I would also like to correct at this time a serious misconception re- 
garding the owners of homes and commercial structures in Boulder 
City. For some reason or other there is a widespread ‘iteiieaion 
that these owners are getting a “free ride.” By that I mean that 
these people are not paying taxes of any kind on their properties— 
that all they pay is the ground rental charge. Such an idea is just 
100-percent wrong. All of these improvements are taxed by the State, 
the county, and the schools, and the tax includes the value of the 
leasehold interest on the rented land. 

Here are some examples of what the average homeowner pays in 
property taxes: 

Type of house—4-room frame stucco 


1-ROOM FRAME STUCCO 


tate, county,| Rental of Leasehold 


and school ae t Potal 
land x 
taxes 
1950 a 3 0 "124. 63 
1951 76 63 18 124. ¢ 
1952 75. 64 8 13, 37 at. 
6ROOM FRAME 
1951 $109. 91 $87 | 0 ace 


1952 108. 48 Si $14. 94 210, 42 
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The following figures are tax amounts paid by a commercial prop- 
erty owner: 





1951] 1,1 4 ) 
1952 2 $142. 4] 
19 2 y ( 
19 0 
1952 794. 76 303. 0 222. 32 


The proposed legislation should have for its broad objective as com- 
plete a separation of Boulder City from the Federal Government as 
conditions will permit. 

Briefly and generally, the proposed bill should 

l. ame ize the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of dwell- 
ings. fac ilities, and lands w ithin the muni pal area Sant needed in 
the 2 ts nistration, operation, and maintenance of Federal activi- 
ties. This would mean the sale of approxim: ately 250 Government- 
owned houses, with the land, and the disposal of some 100 sub- 
standard temporary dwellings. Disposal would also be made of 
622 residential leased lots on which privately owned houses are 
located, and the land with respect to which 115 commercial leases 
have been granted. 

2. Open the way for the establishment of an incorporated 
municipality by making it possible for the municipality to have 
the assets and facilities necessa1 y for an adequate community. 

The proposed bill should also provide that upon incorporation, title 
to lands within the Boulder City municipal area, which are either 
unoccupied or subject to any existing leases granted by ae ieee 
States, be transferred to the municipality without cost. The leases 
would then be administered by the i iIncorpors ited community, mr, if the 
holders of those leases shoul i elect to purchs ise the leased Anndde, they 
should be able to do so at the appr: aised value. 

Submitted with this testimony is a tabulation showing estimated 
annual revenues to the municipality from all sources, including reve- 
nues from land leases. These revenues amount to approximately 
S506.800 a vear. 

Also attached is a tabulation showing estimated annual operating 
expenses for Boulder City after incorporation. The total shown in 
this tabulation is $625,800, and covers all phases of municipal opera- 
tion, including the cost of furnishing filtered i and tre ated water to the 
soulder City storage tanks. As shown by the tabulations, the esti- 
mated income fails to meet the estimated operating cost by approxi- 
mately $120,000 annually. 

Conside ration of matters relating to Boulder City’s finances should 
appropriately be done against the background of present required 
procedure. Prior to 1948 the power allottees alone were assuming 
the full cost of amortization of Boulder City’s accumulative invest- 
ment costs, as well as its annual operating deficits. However, as has 
been stated, the Government is involved in a number of important 
undertakings in Boulder City not directly related to operation of the 
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project. It employs in those undertakings almost as many persons as 
are employed by the United States and the operating agents together 
in direct connection with project operations. To meet this situation, 
a provision was included in the 1949 Interior Department Appropria- 
tion Act (Public Law 841, 80th Cong., 62 Stat. 1112, 1130) which 
required the Secretary to relieve the power allottees from such portion 
of Boulder City’s investment costs and operating expenses as was not 
directly related to the project. The proposed bill should continue the 
principle of cost sharing embodied in the aforesaid appropriation act 
provision in the manner and to the extent described in the ensuing 
paragraph. Since the proposed bill would supersede the 1949 appro 
riation act provision, and an identical provision in the 1950 Interior 
Department Appropriation Act, both provisions of law would be ex- 
pressly repealed. 

It is entirely proper that both the allottees and the United States 
should contribute in some measure to the needs of a municipality 
which was established and continues to exist largely neal of their 
requirements. As has been stated heretofore, the primary reasons 
for the difference between costs and revenues are the abnormally high 
cost of furnishing water, and the fact that Boulder City is essentially 
a residential community without adequate revenue sources. A normal 
community derives a great deal of its tax revenues from industrial 
or large commercial installations. In the case of Boulder City, the 
United States Government takes the place of such tax producers, but 
the city, of course, will not be able to assess the Governme nt for such 
revenues. Thus, the proposed bill should provide t hat. the power 
allottees and the United States together bear the cost of delivering 
filtered and treated water to the Boulder City storage tanks, which 
is estimated to be $119,000 annually. This would be the limit of 
their annual payments. The cost of distribution of water throughout 
the city, and all other continuing municipal expenses, should be as- 
sumed by the municipality. 

Parts of the munic ipal facilities, such as the sewerage system, the 
water-distribution system, and the paved streets, have now been in 
use for over 20 years, and much-needed maintenance has been deferred. 
Furthermore, some extensions of the water mains and the power sys- 
tem are necessary. As shown in the attached tabulation, $574,600 
would be required for these purposes. This amount should be set 
aside in a special fund from the proceeds of sales of Federal property 
in the city. The expenses incident to the disposal] of the property 
should also be met out of these proceeds. The remainder of the pro- 
ceeds would then be allocated equitably between the power all bans 
and the United States. The results of a preliminary appraisal in- 
dicate that the sales of the Federal housing might return as much as 
$2 million. 

In the meantime, with the Bureau of the Budget, the Department 
of the Interior, and the appropriations committee all trying to expe- 
dite the separation of Boulder City from the Federal Government, 
and the increasing difficulty of obtaining sufficient funds to operate 
the community, certain necessary and very important phases of the 
mechanics of this separation should be under way now. Every piece 
of property in Boulder City will have to be surveyed, and adequate 
and proper legal descriptions provided. It is estimated it will take 
8 to 12 months to accomplish this, depending on the personnel per- 
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mitted. This should he done SO that disposal of the properties can 
commence immediately after incorporation, thus permitting the city 
to receive tax revenues as soon as possible. The shorter the transition 
period between the date of the passage of the legislation and the time 
the city ean collect taxes, the less appropriations Congress will have 
to make to operate the city 

\ city charter should he Dp! pared and be ready for adoption by 
the people at the time of ine poration. This charter will become 


the basic law of the city giving the city council and the various admin- 


istrative officers their authority to operate and vovern the community. 


The best qualified attorneys available, who have specialized in munici- 


1) 
} 


pal law and operations, should be retained for this purpose. 


Expansion of the city is at a standstill. Every lot that can be 
served by the electrical, water, and sewer systems is under lease. 
There are over 100 applic itions for commercial and residential lots on 
file. The city does not and cannot go into the business of subdiy iding 
land. However, there are contractors and subdividers who have in- 
dicated their interest in developing subdivision in Boulder City, if 
the city will extend the public utilities to the sites. Lack of funds 
prohil its these extensions. 

For additional and more detailed information on the historical, 
financial. and economic aspects of Boulder ( ity, I refer you to Senate 
Document No. 196, 81st Congress, entitled “Boulder City, Nevada, A 
Federal Municipality,” compiled by Henry Reining, Jr., professor 
of public administration and political science, University of Southern 
California. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, July 27, 1951 


Orper No. 2650 


Subject: Administration of Boulder City, Nev 


Sec. 1. Objective-——The ultimate objective of the Department of the Interior 
shall be to establish Boulder City as a self-governing and self-supporting munici- 
pality incorporated under the laws of the State of Nevada In general, the 





recommendations set forth in A Report As to Boulder City, Nevada, by Dr. Henry 
Reining, Jr., will be followed in achieving this objective. 
2. Boulder City municipal office The Boulder City municipal office is 
established to carry out the responsibilties of the Secretary of the Interior for 
the administration of the local affairs of Boulder City. The office shall be ad 
ministratively part of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation under the general 
direction of the regional director and the Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Sec. 3. City manager.—The Boulder City municipal office shall be under the 
supervision of a city manager appointed by the Commissioner of Reclamation. 





In making the selection for the position, the Commissioner should consult with 
representatives of the local residents, the agencies of the Department having 


employees in the area, the power allottees, and professional organizations. It 








is essential that the incumbent have a high degree of professional competence 
combined with the ability to gain support and confidence of all the interests in- 
volved in the administrati of Boulder City. 


Sec. 4. Advisory council—rThe city manager shall take immediate steps to 
establish an advisory council of representatives of the local residents, the power 
allottees, the director of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation, and other In- 
terior agencies having employees in the area. The advisory council shall be con- 
sulted on al major decisions affecting the administration of local affairs of 
Boulder City. The representatives of the Interior agencies shall advise par- 
ticularly on the impact of the proposed actions upon the segment of the national 
affairs under this jurisdiction. 
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Sec. 5. Local and national affairs —The term “local affairs” as used in this 
order shall include the following types of activities: 

(1) The program and finance operations for Boulder City, including the 
development of a program, preparation of the budget, and operation of the 
accounting system. 

(2) Appointments and status changes of employees of the Boulder City 
municipal office. 

(3) Management, leasing, maintenance and disposition of housing and 
lands within the townsite. 

(4) Operation and maintenance of water, power, telephone, sewage, gar- 

» and refuse disposal, recreation, library, parks, sidewalks, municipal 
buildings, and other facilities, utilities, and services provided for the resi- 
dents of Boulder City. The Boulder City hospital, airport, and school build 
ings will be subject to separate treatment under section 8 

(5) Police and fire protection. 

(6) Community planning, including expansion of the townsite 

(7) Relations with the school district, county, State, and power allottees 
and other Federal agencies on all aspects of the administration of local 
affairs. 

The term “national affairs” as used in this order shall inelnde the following 
type of activities: 

(1) Operation and maintenance of Hoover Dam, powerplant, and related 
structures and facilities. 

(2) Relations with the power allottees on matters other than the admin- 
istration of local affairs. 

(3) Water releases from the Colorado River 

(4) Guide service for the dam and powerplant. 

(5) Management of the Lake Mead recreation area. 

(6) Operation of the Bureau of Mines experiment station 


he 








(7) Lake Mead seismological survey. 
Sec. 6. Responsibilities of the city mandger.—The separation of each phase 
of the administration of local affairs from the other activities of the Department 


iil 
of the Interior in Boulder City and the achievement of the ultimate objective 
of self-government under the Nevada laws will be accomplished as quickly a 
is feasible. The city manager shall develop specific programs for each phase of 
local affairs to accomplish these objectives guided by the recommendations of Dr 
Reining’s report. To carry out these programs, he may enter into agreements 
with the representatives of the agencies of the Department of the Interior in the 
area for the transfer of physical property, funds, and records; joint use of prop 
erty, personnel and facilities ; and provision of administrative and technical serv- 
ices. Such agreements shall be in writing. If the proposed programs or agree- 
ments are outside the recommendations of Dr. Reining’s report, existing legisla 
tion, or delegations of authority, the city manager shall submit his proposals. 
Also, where mutually satisfactory agreements to carry ont the programs cannot 
be reached with the representatives of the agencies of the Denartment in the 
area, the city manager shall report the situation. Copies of these recommenda- 
tions, reports, and requests for authority with the advice of the st of the re 
gional office and the Commissioner’s office shall be sent to the representati 





as il 





} 





es 
of the agencies of the Department in the area having an interest in the subiect 
matter. The Commissioner shall resolve these problems within the limits of the 
authority or make recommendations for their resolution to the Secretary of the 
Interior 

After the programs have heen established, the necessary agreements reduced 
to writing, and the required authorizations received, the city manager shall be 
primarily responsible for the execution of the programs. 

Src. 7. Re sponsibilities of the director of region 8, Bureau of Reclamation. 
The director of region 38 of the Bureau of Reclamation shall continue to be re- 
sponsible for the administration of those phases of the national affairs under 
his jurisdiction and shall administer, under existing arrangements, the various 
phases of local affairs until specific agreements for their transfer to the Boulder 
City municipal offices have been made with the city manager who is subject to 
the regional director’s general direction as outlined above. After such trans- 
fers, the regional director shall participate in the administration of local affairs 
through the advisory council. If the regional director, after representing his 
views through the advisory council, feels that actions by the city manager will 
adversely affect his responsibilities for national affairs, he shall present his 
views to the Commissioner. To the extent that specific arrangements have 
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been reached and reduced to writing, the regional director shall provide ad- 
ministrative and technical services and authorize the joint use of property, per- 
sonnel, and facilities as a service to the Boulder City municipal office. 

The regional director shall periodically evaluate the operations of the Boulder 
City municipal office, particularly with respect to their impact upon his respon- 
sibilities for national affairs and report his findings and any questions or ob- 
jections to the policies and procedures being carried out by the city manager to 
the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Src. 8. School buildings, hospitals, and airport.—The city manager, in con- 
sultation with the representatives of the agencies of the Department in the 
area, shall develop recommendations on the operation and disposition of the 
Boulder City hospital, airport, and school buildings. These recommendations 
and the comments of the representatives of the encies of the Department in 
the area shall be forwarded to the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation 

Sec. 9. Quarterly report of progress.—The city manager shall report quarterly 
through the director of region 3 of the Bureau of Reclamation to the Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation on his progress, toward administrative 
separation of Boulder City from the other activities of the Department in the 
area and on the execution of his responsibilities for the administration of local 
affairs. Copies of these reports shall be sent to the representatives of the other 
agencies of the Department in the area of their review and comment. 

Sec. 10. Channels of communication.—The normal channels of communica- 
tion and reporting on the routine affairs and major policy questions of the 
Boulder City municipal office shall be through the director of region 3 to the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, with copies to the representatives 
of the other agencies of the Department in the area. The regional director shall 
forward such correspondence to the Commissioner with an indication of his 
concurrence or comments. 





Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Inte rior 


FuNpDsS NECESSARY FOR PSSENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS AND REHARILITATION OF 
Bovutper Crry FACILities 


The total estimated cost for making capital improvements and rehabilitation 
amounts to 8574.600 and is made un of the following items: 

1. $155,000 for resurfacing existing streets, excluding those streets resurfaced 
in 1950-51.—These streets have had no maintenance work since they were con- 
structed 21 years ago, except minor patching. Unless prompt measures are 
adopted to protect the substructure by appropriate resurface treatment, ex- 
tensive replacement of street paving at far greater cost than resurfacing will 
be necessary. The method to be employed in this work is in accordance with 
recommendations of the Navada State highway engineer. We estimate 75,000 
square vards of street surface to be treated, at approximately $1 per square 
yard. This figure also includes seal coating of streets over a period of 4 years 
to place all existing streets in good condition. New streets or utilities, or other 
items usually provided by developers or builders, are not included in the above 
cost. 

2. Alterations and improvements to existing buildings and structures, $25,000. 
Remodeling that section of the municinal building now occupied by the Office of 
River Control. This section was originally intended for the city council cham- 
bers. Considerable reconstruction will be required to convert these quarters 
for the purpose intended. Estimated cost, $5,000. Considerable equipment will 
also be needed, such as chairs, desks, tables, map racks, easels, ete. Estimated 
cost. $2,500. 

The post office, now occupying the southwest wing of the municipal building, 
has been requested to vacate by December 31, 1953. It is our intention to con- 
vert these quarters into a public library. The present library is in the base- 
ment of the municipal building and is entirely inadequate and unsuitable for 
this purpose. See attached letter from Assistant Commissioner to Assistant 
Postmaster General dated December 16. 1952. Estimated cost of reconstruction 
and additional library equipment, $15.000. 

The present hasement quarters of the library will be converted to engineering 
and recreation department offices. Estimated cost, $2,500. 
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3. Replacement of equipment, $90,000—The following essential equipment 
should be replaced because of the obsolescence and high maintenance costs: 


Caterpillar tractor (1946 from war surplus) - Sicegiiel edna he “a . $22, 000 
Motor grader (1936) aes er Sea ae acme Ss ceonepen, deen 
4 dump trucks (1941)__ aa ; ee mi = pain 12, 500 
3 pickup trucks (1941) .--____- atin tacdaecie sSiccinepsicadysaamabiidiogs dhaeasas 6, 000 


o cases 7, 00O 
env, ae 


1This consists of 15 pieces of light motor equipment including cars and station wagons, 
ranging from 1941 to 1950 models. Replacement for considerable of this equipment was 
requested in the 1954 budget, but had to be eliminated because of a forced reduction in 
the budget 


2% ton line truck with attachments___--.-_--_~_ Sea 
Light automotive equipment’ ciel sesiteninibatiactins msl 





4. Replacement of sewer lines, $80,000.—There are an estimated 20,000 feet 
of sewer line that should be replaced within the next 5 years, because of increas- 
ing maintenance costs, which have almost doubled over last year. 

5. Storm drainage structures, $20,000—These installations are necessary to 
earry off the occasional flash floodwaters. At present, during a heavy rain, 
lawns, gardens, and alleys are washed out in certain parts of the city, because 
of the lack of these storm drains, 

6. Rehabilitation and improvement of water-treatment plant, $100,000.—The 

treatment plant filters, pudifies, and softens the Lake Mead water used by 
Boulder City. Its present capacity is 3,500,000 gallons of water per day, which 
is inadequate to handle the demand of 4,500,000 gallons per day during the sum- 
mer months. To treat this amount of water it is necessary to deepen the 
coagulating and settling busin and provide the appurtenant equipment such as 
agitator, rate of flow controls and piping. The chemical feeders, pumps, and 
filters are adequate and no additional personnel will be required. 
7. Katension of electrical distribution system to service new subdivision (street 
lighting excluded), $85,000.—It is a common and accepted practice for public 
utilities to install and maintain their distribution systems, from which they 
derive a profit. No developer or builder could afford to make such installations, 
then turn them over to a utility without cost. 

8. kaxtensvon of water mains to serve new subdivision, $19,600.—Dhis instalia- 
tion would deliver water to the subdivision boundary, including fire hydrants for 
fire protection. There is no provision for the city to install waterlines in the 
subdivision, inasmuch as no profit is derived therefrom. 

All of the above items except the last two are considered necessary for proper 
repairs and rehabilitation of the existing city facilities. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
}UREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 16, 1952. 
Mr. WALTER MYERS, 
issistant Postmaster General, 
Post Office Department, Bureau of Facilities, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Myers: This will reply further to your letter of October 13, 1952, 
regarding the possible necessity of locating new quarters for your post office at 
Boulder City, Nev. 

As indicated in your letter, the Boulder City Municipal Building, in which the 
post office is located, is to be turned over to Boulder City when it incorporates 
as a city under the laws of Nevada. At that time it will be completely removed 
from Federal control. On July 1, 1952, the city was administratively senarated 
from the Boulder Canyon project, and the municipal building, along with other 
structures, utilities, and equipment, transferred to the Boulder City municipal 
office. At that time the building was occup'ed by the municipal offices of the city 
manager, city clerk, utilities, police department, and library. Federal occupancy 
consisted of the post office, the Bureau of Reclamation’s Office of River Control, 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey, and the Geological Survey. The county justice of 
the peace also held court in the building. As of July 1, it was necessary to create 
a city engineer’s department and a comptroller’s department. Functions of these 
wnits were formerly handled by the Bonlider Canyon project. <A city-council meet- 
ing room, sufficient to accommodate the public that would attend the meetings, 
and an office for the city manager’s secretary had to be made available. The 
library quarters are totally inadequate to take care of their present and increas- 
ing use by the public; in fact, they have been inadequate for many years. 
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After a comprehensive survey and analysis of the situation it was determined 
that the only way to acquire the necessary space for these municipal quarters and 
functions was to request the Federal occupants to vacate the municipal building. 
This was done, and as of this date the Coast and Geodetic Survey and the Geo- 
logical Survey have moved to other quarters. The Office of River Control is in 
the process of arranging to move. 

Even with these moves it was necessary to do considerable rearranging of the 
departments and offices and remodeling of the building. The police department 
has been located in the basement, under the post office, using about half of the 
jail area. This provided space for the comptroller’s department and a small office 
for the city engineer. The city engineer still needs space for his draftsmen, 
survey crew, and building-inspection personnel. The Office of River Control space 
will be converted to its original purpose—city council chambers. The post office 
quarters will be required for the relocation of the library, thus giving the 
community the type of facilities it should have. The library is now partially 
supported by a direct library tax, and after incorporation will be largely tax- 
supported ; consequently, it is felt that the public is entitled to more adequate 
municipal library facilities. This move will also permit the city to use a por 
tion of the present library space for field-engineering crews and their equipment, 
and an office and facilities for a recreation department when the community 
is incorporated. This space will serve adequately for these activities because 
there will be no public use connected therewith. 

Based on these conditions and circumstances, we believe it will be necessary 
to ask your cooperation in terminating the Post Office Department lease on space 
in the Boulder City Municipal Building on December 31, 1953. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Assistant Commissioner. 


Estimated operating ¢ rpenses 





Opera n . 
Persor Canital 
) tmet i ' : 
F ; el outlay Total 
( g ”) { $] 1M) 
Cc 1 ( ] (4 {y $4. 500 21 () 
Co 1, OO 1, 20 15, 200 
| ] I { Wy ) ) 14. 60 
Li é i \ 4, 200 
© k ) 0 2 MK 
Cit g 9 7. 6 4 0 + 000 
Ele 9 ( 700 mn 7 200 
Wat 46, 1 ") 4 50) | 700 
Par ion a pu if ; fl 2 ) 10 , 
Fire 5. 000 5, OO 
Px 11 19. Of) 1 OO 0 53, 290 
Street parks, municipal buildir 17 60. 500 41. 200 5. 000 105, 700 
Ins I 00 1, 000 
FICA rgency and contingency fu 5, OO 25, 000 
Total ® 269, 700 321, 600 4. 500 625, 800 

1 udes ( of pu wat DD ! 1 

2 Fire services are on a contractual is t Boulder ¢ 0 ‘ t. Ifthis arrangement is discon- 
tin f ry t 1 add {s t i 

Estimated revenues 

Local leases ; $89, 000 
Real estate and personal property taxes 26, SOO 
Electric utility 295, 000 
Water utility ’ 100, 000 

1 Estimated assessed aluatior f taxable pro} y in Boulder City, $3,965,600—pro 
vided by county assessor. Maximum tax city co npose at this time is $1.18 per $100 
of assessed valuation This is controlled by the State constitution Present land leases 
Dow amount to $s89,00 nticipated tax revenues ($46,800) are reduced $20,000 to 
offset lack of full tax amount due to continui leases 

2 Present income is $74,000. Necessar ates to provide an additional $26,000 





to rs i this amount 
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Estimated revenues—Continued 


Sewer utility ; $15, 000 
Business licenses and permits - _ 15.000 
Dog licenses . ae 1. 000 
Garbage collection — 20, OOO 
Poll tax et , i . 4, 500 
Gasoline tax J 5, OOO 
Municipal police court $, 500 
suilding, electrical, and plumbing fees 1, 000 

Total 506, SOO 


_®This revenue based on placing in effect a sewer rental charge of $1 per sewer connec 
tion per month 

Sales, excise, and such taxes are not permitted by State law 

Mr. Yorry. I wonder if you could tell me what the other Govern- 
ment operations are? 

Mr. Nietsen (answering from floor). We have the Bureau of 
Mines, the National Park Service, a small group of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey Office, the Office of River Control, and those are the 
other major governmental functions. 

Mr. Young. Do you have any idea how many employees there are? 

Mr. Nrievsen. Bureau of Mines, I would guess would be around 
LSO: Office of River Control, I can’t answer that, about 40 or 45. 

Mr. Earn (answering from floor). There are about 40 over in that 
office. 

Mr. Nretsen. Thank you. The National Park Service, Mr. Baggley 


> 


can answer that; he is here; 43 employees in the Park Service, not 
all in Boulder City; there are 30 in the Boulder City vicinity. 

Mr. Hosmer. You made mention of the fact that certain require- 
ments would be made against the power allottees with respect to 
financing the city, and I am wondering what legal basis there would 
be to make those requirements. 

Mr. Corsry. Under Public Law 841, that is exactly what is happen- 
ing at present. The pro rata of costs are based primarily on the num 
ber of employees employed by the Government as against those of the 
power allottees—that percentage changes each year. 

Mr. Hosmer. There would not be Federal operation, but State, and 
I doubt if Congress would legislate with respect to the requirements 
of a power allottee as to the adjacent local municipalities. In other 
words, it would be by contract, rather than law. 

Mr. Corpin. Iam not an attorney, and I don’t understand the impli- 
cations of that. 

Mr. Hosmer. That’s all. 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Corbin, did you take part in the drafting of this 
proposed bill? 

Mr. Corpin. Yes 

Mr. Yorry. Who drafted this bill? 

Mr. Corpin. Let me see that please. 

Mr. Yorry. I was just wondering how much agreement there was 
on it between the Federal Government and the local people. 

Mr. Coprin. This is considerably different. Several of us here in 
this community participated in contributing the ideas and facts to that 
bill, but the actual bill was drafted in Washington. 

Mr. Yorry. Is this the Department of Interior’s bill, do you know, 
Mr. Neilsen ¢ 
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Mr. Nettsen. Well, as it stands now, that draft has been sub- 
mitted to the Bureau of vor Subsequently, we have gotten the 


views of the Boulder City Advisory Council and the power allottees, 
some ae ive views came out of their comments, and as we under- 
stand it, those comments will be reflected in a letter to the Bureau of 


the Budeet which says, “Here are some more ideas which we will 
probably want to put into it. 

Mr. Yorry. This is merely a starting draft? 

Mr. Nietsen. Yes, it is very much a draft. 

Mr. Ruopves. Mr. Corbin. on page 2, you have an outline for taxes 
which your four-room frame house now pays, the owner pays. How 
would this tax structure con :pare with the figures me h you have on 
page 2, under the proposed incorporation? As I gather, you will 
have an additional tax for your municipal tax. 

Mr. Corpin. That is right. 

Mr. Rnopes. Now, will that tax exceed the amount which is set 
forth herein for the rental of land ? 

Mr. Corsrn. No, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. You think that the taxes, as stated, under the munici- 
pality will just about equal the total on page 2? 

Mr. Coprrn. No; they are going to be a little bit more, but the 
rental of land, that $48 that is mentioned here, the actual tax that the 
city will derive once that is privately owned, will probably amount 
to $12 to $15 as against the S48 rent we receive, but, of course, the 
school-tax item will increase. 


1 
} 


Mr. Ropes. Why would that particular item increase / 


Mr. Corrie. Applying the city tax to the column, State, county, and 
school taxes—you notice I have left the city out—so that column would 
Increase. 


Mr. Ruopes. And that would increase it ? 

Mr. Corzpin. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. And that would be an increase, but the item for rental 
of land would be stricken 7 

Mr. ‘eal Yes. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Because each person would own his own property / 

Mr. Corsrx. That is correct. 

Mr. HODES. So that the tax under the total on the extreme right- 
hand side here would be less under the incorporation than it now is. 

Mr. Corprn. It should. 

Mr. Ruoves. Now as to the facilities, which the municipal corpora- 
tion needs in order to operate, such as equipment, large moving equip- 
ment, equipment for maintaining streets and other facilities, how will 
the city of Boulder City initially acquire such equipment 

Mr. CoRBIN. That is to be turned over to the city at no cost by the 
Government. We already have that equipment. 

Mr. I tuHopes. That is provided for in the bill? 

Mr. Corer. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. So that you will be set up as a going municipality by 
the Government, and from then on you will ts ake over and there should 
be no further appropriation of funds for the operation of Boulder 
City except the $119,000 that you asked to help you lift the water. 

Mr. Corrtn. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. Boulder City, the city of Boulder City, will take over 
the operation of all utilities within the city. 
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Mr. Corsrn. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. That includes electricity and the water? 

Mr. Corin. And the sewerage system, yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I see. And are the facilities now in operation ade 
quate for future operations of this city ¢ 

Mr. Corsin. Up to a certain point. Any real expansion is going 
to mean an increase in the capacity of our disposal plant, also, oy 
ably a replacement or another waterline coming up from the lake to 
provide water. As for the electrical system, we are ¢ controlled on the 
amount of power we can receive from the Government. 

Mr. Ruopes. Well, my point is this, are we going to be leaving the 
city of Boulder City in a Sena where it will have to immediate hy 
issue bonds to provide for facilities, or are we leaving you in pretty 
eood sha ve ¢ 

Mr. Cornin. Only if expansion were necessary would we require th 
additional installation of these facilities. It would take considerable 
expansion to require that. 

Mr. Hosmer. This $525,000 operating budget, is that the existing 
Federal operating budget for the c ity ¢ 

Mr. Corsrin. That is $625,000. That is our estimate of what it will 
cost to operate the city after it is incorporated, 

Mr. Hosmer. What is it at present ? 

Mr. Corprn. It is under $625,000. 

Mr. Hosmer. Why would it cost you more to operate as a 
municipality 4 

Mr. Corsix. Well, there is so much in this proposal depending o1 
what the people of Boulder C ity will do for their employees, and their 
own public services. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do \ you plan to treat them less favorably than they 
are being treated at the present time ? 

Mr. Cornin. No, not necessarily, but you realize that the employees 
are Federal, civil-service employees. Once it is incorporated, 1f they 
stay with the city, they lose their Federal civil-service status. Now 
ve don’t know w hs at the people will do in the w ay of retirement funds 

Mr. Host R. Well. have you made upa plan to adopt if you receive 
this $625.000 2 

Mr. Corrrxn. We put an item in there to cover, called the employees 
benefit plan. It depends on what may be done by the people. 

Mr. Hosmer. And as far as that—actually capital improvements, 
possibly ¢ 

Mr. Corsi. It is actually capital improvements. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not an operating budget, but an operating and 

pital budget of $625,000 ¢ 

Mr. Corprn. That is correct. It is shown here. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then we would not necessarily be restricted on that 
figure because operating expenses and capital expenditures have prob- 
ably different sources of revenue, you have your bonding, ete. 

Mr. Corsix. Of course the bonding capacity would be very, very 
small. The assessed valuation is only a little over 3 million. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well now, whose figure is that? 

Mr. Corpin. That is the county assessor’s figure. 


89845—54 2 
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Mr. Hosmer. Well, they don’t assess the property itself, that is in 
the hands of the Federal Government, that is just assessed valuation 
of the improvement and the houses, and so forth ? 

Mr. Corpsin. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. So you are of an assessed valuation in excess of that 
when you get the land from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Cornrn. Oh, that included the federally owned dwellings. 

Mr. Hosmer. How about the ground they are sitting on? 

Mr. Corsin. That is included. 

Mr. Hosmer. How could the county—— 

Mr. Corprn. I had them come over here and make this estimate for 
me so we could determine what our revenues would be from taxes. 

Mr. Hosmer. You say that the city would only get about an average 
of $12 a year tax, a dollar a month tax, for a 5-room frame house‘ 

Mr. Corprn. No: that was on the lot, itself. You see the com- 
parison was made with a person paying some $48 per year for a lot, 
rental to the Government. Under the State law, we do not realize 
more than $12 to $15 tax for that particular lot, whereas today, we are 
getting S48 a year. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruopes. That makes the answer to my question a little bit dif- 
ferent. I was trying to get a figure which would include the total 
municipal tax. What you gave me was the tax on the land. There 
would also be a tax based on the value of the house. 

Mr. Corsry. That is why I say that figure would be higher in that 
first column. 

Mr. Ruopes. It would be higher by $12, plus the amount you assess 
on the house, itself. 

Mr. Corpin. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. You still say that the total tax then would be less than 
the total in the figure on page 2 over at the right-hand side, which 
in 1952 on a 4-room ran $137 charges. 

Mr. Corprn. Well, the $48 item will come out, which is your rent 
of land. 

Mr. Ruopes. But is that replaced by the value of the improvement 
tax, the tax on the value of the improvement of the land? 

Mr. Corpin. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. And wouldn't that roughly be $48 or better? 

Mr. Corsrn. Well. I think it will come out pretty close to the same, 
the whole total. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, as I vel it then, just by taking $150 total charge 
against the house, and dividing it into your $50,000 estimate for reve- 
nues, that would only make about 333 taxpayers. In other words, 
$150 goes into $50,000 about 333 times. You have got more taxpayers 
than that, haven’t you? 

Mr. Corpin. Yes, we have 766 land leases out at the present time on 
houses, and about 115 commercial leases. 

Mr. Hosmer. That’s all. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Mr. Corbin, for a very fine 
statement. Due to the limitation of time today, we are going to have 
to excuse you and go on with our next witness. If there is no objec- 
tion, the statement will be incorporated into the records. The next 
witness will be Mr. Eaton, who is a member of the Boulder City Ad- 
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visory Council. He will present the advisory council’s objections to 
the draft of this bill. 

Mr. Eaton. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Bruce M. Eaton, and I was elected by the qualified voters of Boulder 
City as a representative to the adviser’s council, and I was selected 
by the advisory council at a regular, open meeting September 14, 1953, 
to present its views to the subcommittee. I have presented those 
views to the subcommittee, and rather than read the comments, and 
so forth, if it pleases the council, 1 would consume this time by an- 
swering questions by the subcommittee. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
BouLperR Crry MUNICIPAL OFFICE, 
Boulder City, Nev., September 17, 1953. 
To: Chairman, subcommittee of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
From: Advisory Council, Boulder City, Nev., George K. Campbell, Acting 

Chairman. 

Subject: The council’s representative to appear before the congressional sub- 
committee. 

The authority for the establishment and functions of the advisory council is 
set forth in the United States Department of the Interior, Secretarial Order No. 
2650, July 27, 1951, section 4. 

Bruce M. Eaton, elected to represent the people at large, was chosen by the 
advisory council, at its regular open meeting September 14, 1953, to present its 
views to your subcommittee. 

The advisory council proposes to present two papers : 

(a) A letter from the advisory council, dated July 9, 1953, to the regional 
director, region 3, Boulder City, Nev., subject, Proposed Legislation on Boulder 
city. 

(b) A bill, draft, April 27, 1953, rewritten to reflect the views of the council. 

The advisory council was unanimous in its opinion upon the comments and 
recommendations of the proposed legislation. The comments and recommenda- 
tions were also signed by the city manager, but only as being present; his signa- 
ture does not imply that he concurs or disagrees with same. 


JuLY 9, 1953 
The Regional Director, Boulder City, Nev. 
From: Advisory council. 
Subject: Proposed legislation on Boulder City. 

The following comments and recommendations are keyed to the attached 
reference draft: 

Section 3 (a): We do not believe that this proposed bill gives equal considera 
tion to private leaseholders. Permitting the Government employees to purchase 
land before incorporation, while barring the leaseholders from doing the same 
until after incorporation, appears to be discriminatory. Also, a most difficult 
and complicated situation could occur if a group of Federal employees became 
landowners in a large Federal reservation, and incorporation was not accom 
plished. We see no objection to selling the Government-owned housing prior to 
incorporation, then leasing the lots upon which the housing is located. All of 
the land would then become available after incorporation, thus treating each 
resident equally. 

The deletion of the clause on lines 3 and 4 of this subsection reading ‘to- 
gether with the Jands upon which such improvements are located,’ would cor- 
rect these problems. 

Section 8 (b) (1). line 5: Change the word “property” to “houses.” The last 
sentence of this subsection should be deleted. This provision has caused a great 
deal of adverse comment among both Government personnel and other citizens 
The majority feel that the thrifty, investment-minded Federal employees would 
be penalized. There is also that group of Federal personnel who were forced 
to build their own homes, insufficient as they might be, because of the lack of 
housing. Many of these have since rented adequate Federal housing, as it be 
comes available and their rating on the point system permitted, renting their 
own homes to supplement their incomes. 
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In place of the deleted last sentence of this subsection insert: “No person who 
has purchased a house under the act of May 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 268), shall be 
entitled to a priority to purchase any house, duplex, or duplex unit, including 
furniture, fixtures, appurtenances, and garage, to be sold pursuant to subsection 
(a) of this section.” 

Section 3 (b) (2): Should be rewritten as follows: “Persons employed by the 
Federal Government in the Boulder City area, except those who have purchased 
houses under the act of May 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 268), shall be offered the oppor 
tunity to purchase the houses, not purchased under subsection (b) (1) of this 
section, at the appraised value as established in subsection (c) of this section 
Priority among Government employees in purchasing shall be determined by 
the Secretary. But no person, and his spouse together, shall be entitled to 
purchase more than one house under subsections (b) (1) and (b) (2) of this 
section.” 

It is also our opinion that the provision entitling purchasers to a 10-percent 
reduction in the purchase price if incorporation of the municipality is effected 
within 1 year from the date of this act, smacks of coercion and is, therefore, 
objectionable to both Government and non-Government residents. 

There is also the real possibility that the selling of these properties cannot 
be consummated in 1 year’s time. The entire developed area must be surveyed, 
lot by lot, and legal descriptions provided. This alone will take months to ac 
complish We are informed the city has previously requested funds for this 
purpose so that this could be taken care of before the bill becomes effective 
but such funds have not been made available. 

We recommend this provision be deleted. 

However, we recommend that in order to minimize the inevitable loss of 
perienced personnel, the Secretary be authorized to grant some concession 01 
inducement to encourage the purchase of these properties without qualifying 
conditions. 

Section 3 (c): No detailed comprehensive appraisals have ever been made ot 
Boulder City lands or improvements for the purpose of sale. It is our opinion 
that the Appraisal Board, as created under this section, will not be able to carry 
out its functions without a great deal of difficulty and loss of time. We believe 
the Secretary should be authorized to employ advisers, such as a nationail) 
known real estate appraisal company, to assist the Appraisal Board if the 
Board so requests. The words “representatives of the residents” in the next 
to the last line of this subsection should be changed to “Advisory Council.” This 
will leave no uncertainty as to who are the representatives of the residents 

Section 3 (d): This subsection would be almost impossible to administer 
We therefore recommend it be deleted. In many instances, tenants of Govern 
ment houses have made improvements wholly at their own expense; others 
have participated to varying degrees, in the expense with the Government. This, 
of course, has occurred over many years, and il is impossible to go back over al 
these cases and make a determination of the allocation of cost In some cases 
this could be done, but the recognition thereof would lead to discrimination in 
those cases where the facts are obscure. 

Additionally private homeowners want to know if they will be given credit 
for all the expense they have gone to in improvins the leased ground upon 
which their home stands. There is no doubt that because of the money and 
work they have put into these lots, the lots have been greatly enhanced in value 
As a consequence, they will be appraised for a great deal more than they would 
have been, had the lessees been able to purchase them before building their 
homes 

Section 3 (e): The 2-year limitation on the purchase of leased land indicates 
an attempt to exert undue influence to bring about incorporation. We feel the 
provision should be eliminated and the lessees permitted to purchase the lots 
upon which their homes or business buildings are located at such time they 
desire, at not more than the then appraised value. 

We recommend that the wording on line 11 of this subsection starting after 
the world “shall,” be deleted, and the following clause inserted after the word 
“shall”: “be entitled to purchase the leased property at not more than the then 
appraised value.” 

For the same reasons as previously stated, we recommend that the last sen- 
tence of this subsection, pertaining to the 10-percent reduction, be deleted 

Section 5 (b), (¢), (d): We question the advisability and need for the word 
ing, “upon such terms and conditions as he shall prescribe,” in each one of these 
subsections. If terms and conditions are necessary, then the basic overall gen- 
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eral terms and conditions should be included in this legislation. Misunder- 
standings, conflicts of ideas and procedures would thus be avoided. The Ad 
visory Council assumes the respective properties are intended to be transferred 
at no cost to the recipients. 

Section 8: The same wording, “upon such terms and conditions as he may 
prescribe,” appears in this section. We recommend that the following wording 
be inserted after the word “deliver” in line 5 of this section: “at the Boulder 
City substation and at the rates determined from year to year by the Boulder 
Canyon Project Adjustment Act.” Delete the wording, “such point of delivery 
and upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe.” 

Section 9 (a): Again, similar wording as above. On lines 6 and 7, delete “at 
such point of delivery and upon such conditions as he may prescribe” and insert 
“at its water storage facilities.” On line 9, delete “so much filtered and treated 
water as he may deem to be” and insert “filtered, treated, and softened water, 
equivalent to that provided at present.” 

Section 10: We recommend that the problem of permanent or limited deed 
use restrictions be resolved by the citizens of Boulder City by a secret ballot. 
They can be given an opportunity to express themselves at the advisory council 
election this fall. The decision of the people could then be incorporated in the 
bill by the secretary as their recommendations, thus giving Congress the true 
majority opinion of the residents of this community. 

With the foregoing exceptions, we are in accord with this proposed draft of 
legislation 

BouLperR Crry Apvisory CoUNCIL, 
E. A. Morirz, Chairman. 

A. E. HAMILTON. 

GEORGE F’. BAGGLEY. 

RiIno F. GREFFENIUS. 

GEORGE K. CAMPBELL, 

CHESTER K, TYREE, 

Bruce M. Eaton. 

Haroip N. Corsrn, City Manager. 


[Draft, April 27, 1953] 


4 BILL To provide for the disposal of certain Federal property in the Boulder City area 
to provide assistance in the establishment of a municipality incorporated under the 


aws of Nevada, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That it is the purpose of this Act to authorize 
the disposal of certain Federal property in that area in Clark County in the 
State of Nevada commonly known as Boulder City, now a part of the Boulder 
City Canyon project, in order that the people of that area may enjoy local self 
government and to facilitate the establishment by them of a municipal corpora- 
tion under the laws of the State of Nevada 

Sec. 2. Wherever the following terms are used in this Act, they shall be inter- 
preted as follows: 

(a) “Adjustment Act” shall mean the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment 
Act (53 Stat. 744): 

(b) “Boulder City municipal area” shall consist of and include the tract of 
land particularly described as follows: 


DESCRIPTION OF LAND AREA TO BE INCLUDED IN BOULDER CITY BRILL UNDER SECTION 2 (B) 

Lots 9, 10, 11, 12, south half north half, south half section 1, lots 8, 9, 10, 16, 
17, southeast quarter northeast quarter, east quarter southeast quarter section 2, 
lots 1, 4, 5, 8, east half east half section 11, all sections 12, and 14, lots 1, 4, 
5, 8, east half east half section 14, lots 1, 4, 5, northeast quarter northeast 
quarter, section 28, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, north half north half section 24, township 23 
south, range 63 east, lots 8, 9, 10, section 1, all fractional sections 12, 13, and 
24, township 23, south range 6344 east, south half south half section 28, south 
haif south half section 29, lot 12, southeast quarter southwest quarter, south half 
southeast quarter section 30, lots 5, 8, 9, 12, east half west half, east half section 
31, all sections 32 and 33, south half section 34, south half section 35, township 22 
south, range 64 east, all sections 2, 3, and 4, and 5, lots 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 
south half northeast quarter, southeast quarter northwest quarter, east half 
southwest quarter, southeast quarter section 6, all sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 
16, 17. 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26, township 23 south range 64 east, 
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Mount Diablo base and meridian, State of Nevada, containing 14,694.21 acres 
more or less 

(c) “Boulder City municipal fund” shall mean the fund in the Treasury 
created by section 6 of this Act; 

d) “City” shall mean Boulder City, Nevada, prior to its incorporation as 


a muni lity under the laws of the State of Nevada; 

e) colorado River Dam fund” shall mean the special fund in the Treasury ; 
created by section 2 of the Project Act; 

(f) “Department” shall mean the Department of the Interior; 

p Municipal operations” shall nancing, operation, maintenance, 
replacement, and expension of muni: ilities and utilities and other opera 
tions of a municipal character 

Municipality” shall mean Bor ‘ity, Nevada, after its incorporation 





is a municipality under the laws of the State of Nevada; 

Persons employed by the United States for the purposes other than the 
const tion, operation, and maintenance of the project” shall mean all persons 
wl re so employed and who are resident in the municipality : 

s employed in the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the project” shall mean all persons who are so employed, whether by a Fed- 
eral agency or by an agent designated pursuant to section 9 of the Adjustment 
and ho are resident in the municipality. This term shall not include 
persons employed in municipal operations of the municipality ; 
(k) “Project” shall mean the works authorized by the Project Act to be 





> 
4. 
= 


constructed and owned by the United States, exclusive of the diversion dam, 
canal, and appurtenances mentioned therein, now known as the All-Ame1 

l Canal syste! 
Project Act” shall mean the Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057) ; 


m) “Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interio1 
Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary is autho d to sell such dwelling houses, duplex 
houses or units thereof, and garag 
are owned by the United 
and are determined by the Secretary to be not needed in connection with the 


. With furniture, fixtures, and appurtenances, 





es within the Boulder City municipal area 


administration, operation, and maintenance of Federal activities located within 
or near the Boulder City municipal area. Such property shall be sold by the 
Secretary, pursuant to such rules and regulations and upon such terms as he 
may prescribe witl the advice and assistance of the representati es of resi 
dents of the Boulder City municipal area, and subject to the conditions and 
limitations contained in subsections (b), (¢), (d), and (e) of this section 

(hb) With respect to property authorized to be sold pursuant to subsection (a) 


of this section, the following 


g¢ syst of priority shall be established : 

1) Persons employed by the Federal Government within or near the Boulder 
City municipal area (and surviving spouses of such persons who have not re 
married) who are tenants of Federal housing in Boulder City shall be offered 


the opportunity to purchase the houses of which they are tenants at the ap 











praised value as established in subsection (c) of this section No person wh 
has purchased a house under the Act of May 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 268), shall be 
entitled to a priority to purchase any house, duplex, or duplex unit, includ 


pursuant to sub 





ing furniture, fixtures, appurtenances, and garage, to be sold 


section (a) of this section 

2) Persons employed by the Federal Government in the Boulder City area 
except those who have purchased houses under the Act of May 5b, 1948 (62 
Stat. 268), shall be offered the opportunity to pur hase the houses at the ap 
praised value as established in subsection (c) of this section (not purchased 


under subsection (b) (1) of this section). Priority among Government employees 
1 by the Secretary. But no person, and his 
ed to purchase more than one house under sub- 
and (b) (2) of this section 
(3) Property subject to disposal under this section and not sold pursuant 
to subsections (b) (1) and (b) (2) of this section, shall be opened to bids 
from the general public, and shall be sold to the highest responsible bidder. 
(c) The appraised value of property to be sold under subsections (b) (1) and 
(b) (2) of this section shall be determined from time to time by an independent 
appraisal board of three qualified appraisers to be chosen as follows: One 
member to be designated by the Administrator of Housing and Home Finance 
Agency at the request of the Secretary, one member to be designated by the 
Secretary upon recommendation of the Advisory Council of Boulder City, and 
the third member to be chosen by the other two. 


nh purchasing 


spouse | 





Sections 
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(e) Upon incorporation of the municipality, the Secretary shall be authorized 
to transfer to the municipality without cost, subject to any existing leases granted 
by the United States, all improved lands within the Boulder City municipal area 
the improvements to which are privately owned and such unimproved lands 
Within that area as the Secre tary determines are not required in connection with 
the administration, operation, and maintenance of Federal activities located 
within or near the Boulder City municipal area: Provided, That the Secretary 





is hereby authorized to amend such leases to provide that, in the event that the 
leased property shall be transferred to the municipality pursuant to this sub 
section, the holder of any such amended le: hall be entitled to purchase the 


leased property at not more than the then 





1 value 
Sec. 4. Together with the lands upon wl ch st tures a ‘ d 
the Secretary is authorized to dispose of iltiple it garages, and ch 
apartment houses together with furniti and appurtenances, including 


ithout being limited to, any appurtenant garages, as ure owned by the Unite 


\\ \ 
States within the Boulder City municipal area. Such property shall be offers 
t 


) the general public and be sold to the highest responsible bidder. 
SEc. 5. (a) After the date of this Act, the Secretary shall specify which activi 
ties and functions now performed within the Boulder City municipal area b; 


the Department shall be transferred to the municipality upon its incorporation. 
(b) The Secretary is authorized to transfer to the appropriate school districts, 


all right, title, and interest of the United States to all the school buildings and 


related equipment and facilities, and to lands upon which they are situated, 
owned by the United States in the Boulder City municipal area. 

(c) The Secretary is authorized to transfer all right, title, and interest of the 
United States to the Boulder City Hospital, with its furniture, fixtures, equip- 
ment, and appurtenances, and the lands upon which such property is located, to 
the municipality or to any public or nonprolit philanthropic organization which 
he finds qualified to operate and administer the hospital. If the Secretary shall 
determine that such transfer is not feasible, he is authorized to dispose of the 
hospital in accordance with the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended 

(d) The Secretary shall specify all real and 7 
not limited to, buildings, lands, equipment, facilities, works, and utilities, owned 
by the United States and used primarily in the performance of activities and 
functions to be specified under subsection (a), other than that for the disposal 
of which provision is made in subsections (b) and (c). Upon the incorpora 
tion of the municipality he shall transfer to it all property so specified, subject 
to the limitation contained in subsection (e) of this section 

(e) The Secretary shall determine which contracts to which the United 
States is now a party concern activities and functions to be specified under sub 

this section and are properly assignable to the municipality. The 
Secretary shall assign such contracts to the municipality upon its incorporation, 
and the acceptance of such assignment by the municipality shall be a condition 
precedent to the transfer of property under subsection (d) of this section. 

Sec. 6. (a) There is hereby established in the Treasury a special fund to be 
known as the Boulder City municipal fund. All proceeds from the disposal under 
this Act of Federal property lving within the Boulder City municipal area shall 
be deposited in such fund, and all moneys so deposited are hereby appropriated 
for expenditure at the direction of the Secretary as provided herein. 

(b) Moneys in the Boulder City municipal fund shall be expended for payment 
of (1) the expenses of the disposal of property under sections 3, 4, and 5 of this 
Act: (2) any special obligation to which the Secretary determines the United 
States may be subject in connection with municipal operations of the city; and 
(3) an amount of $574,600 to the municipality for replacement and rehabilita 
tion of municipal facilities and utilities, less an amount, as estimated by the 
Secretary, equal to (A) the sum of revenues which would otherwise probably 
have accrued to the United States from municipal operations of the city between 
the date of incorporation of the municipality and the end of the fiscal year in 
which such date falls and (B) the amount of any payments made pursuant to 
subsection (b) (2) of this section. 

(c) Any residue remaining in the Boulder City municipal fund after all ex 
penditures made pursuant to subsection (b) of this section shall be divided into 
two parts, as determined by the Secretary, representing project and nonproject 
investments in the property yielding the moneys deposited in the Boulder City 
municipal fund, Said parts shall be covered into the general fund of the Treas 
ury, but the first part shall constitute a payment to the Treasury diminishing 





ing, but 


ersonal property, inclu 


section (a) of 
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the obligation under section 2 of the Adjustment Act to repay advances and 
readvances to the Colorado River dam fund, and the rates computed pursuant 
to section 1 of said Act shall reflect such diminution. 

(d) The Secretary, if he deems it necessary, may arrange for the loan of 
moneys, upon such terms as he shall prescribe, from the Colorado River dam 
fund to the Boulder City municipal fund in order that he may make expenditures 
pursuant to subsection (b) of this section prior to the receipt of sufficient revenue 
from the disposal of property under this Act, the loans to be repaid out of such 
revenue, 

(e) Upon incorporation of the municipality, all unobligated balances from 
appropriations available for municipal operations of the city, less the esti- 
mated cost for the remainder of the fiscal year after incorporation of furnisbing 
water to the municipality pursuant to section 9 of this Act, shall be paid over 
to the municipality. 

Sec. 7. Nothing in this Act shall affect any component of the rates and charges 
for electrical energy generated at Hoover Dam for amortization of the cost of 
works and improvements on land, including the school buildings and related 
facilities and equipment, within the Boulder City municipal area, transferred 
to non-Federal ownership pursuant to this Act less that part of such cost allocated 
by the Secretary to nonproject purposes pursuant to those portions of the 
Interior Department Appropriation Acts, 1949 and 1950 (62 Stat. 1112, 1130; 
63 Stat. 765, 784) under the headings “Colorado River Dam Fund” which, in 
the case of each statute, follow the first sentence thereof. Effective at the 
beginning of the first full fiscal year after the date of incorporation of the 
municipality the aforesaid provisions of law are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 8. From the electrical energy reserved to the United States under article 4 
of the General Regulations for Generation and Sale of Power in Accordance with 
the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, promulgated by the Secretary on 
May 20, 1941, the Secretary is authorized to deliver, determined from year to 
year by the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, up to seventeen thousand 
kilowatts to the municipality for its own use or for resale for use within the 
Boulder City municipal area less such capacity as is required by the United 
States for pumping water delivered to the municipality pursuant to section 10 
of this Act: Provided, That should the present electrical energy reguirements 
of the Bureau of Mines in Boulder City be substantially curtailed or discontinued, 
the maximum demand for the use of the municipality may be increased at the 
discretion of the Secretary up to nineteen thousand five hundred kilowatts less 
such capacity as is required by the United States for pumping water delivered to 
the municipality pursuant to section 10 of this Act. 

Sec. 9. (a) Subject to the availability thereof for use in the State of Nevada 
inder the provisions of the Colorado River Compact and the Project Act, and in 
accordance with the terms of the contract for delivery of water between the 
United States and the State of Nevada, dated March 30, 1942, as amended, the 
Secretary is hereby authorized to deliver to the municipality for its own use 
or for resale, at its water-storage facilities, but at a total charge not to exceed 
that established for water under the aforesaid contract, filtered, treated, and 
softened water, equivalent to that provided at present for residental, industrial, 
and municipal uses, at a rate of delivery, however, not to exceed three thousand 
six hundred and fifty gallons a minute 

(b) As of the end of each year of project operation, or fraction thereof, 
after incorporation of the municipality, the Secretary shall determine the number 
of all persons employed in the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
project and the number of all persons employed by the United States for 
purposes other than the construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. 

(c) Secretary shall divide the net cost for each year of project operation, or 
fraction thereof, after the incorporation of the municipality, of furnishing water 
under subsection (a) of this section into two parts. The first such part shall 
bear the same ratio to the second such part as the number of all persons em- 
ployed in the construction, operation, and maintenance of the project, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary under subsection (b) of this section, bears to the number 
of all persons employed by the United States for purposes other than construc- 
tion, operation and maintenance of the project, as determined by the Secretary 
under subsection (b) of this section. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
subsection, the first part as aforesaid shall in no instance exceed 65 per centum 
of the total net cost of furnishing water under subsection (a) of this section. 
Such total net cost, less a sum equal to part one as aforesaid, shall constitute 
an amount whereby the obligation under section 2 of the Adjustment Act to repay 
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to the Treasury advances and readvances to the Colorado River dam fund shall 
be diminished annually, and the rates computed pursuant to section 1 of said 
Act shall reflect such diminution. 

(d) If the requirements of the municipality shall at any time exceed three 
thousand six hundred and fifty gallons a minute, the Secretary is hereby author- 
ized to provide such additional water and such additional facilities or major 
replacements as may be required: Provided, That the full cost of providing 
such additional water, facilities, or replacements shall be borne by the munici- 
pality upon such terms and conditions as the Secretary may prescribe: Provided 
further, That, with respect to the providing of such additional facilities or re 
placements he shall first have entered into a repayment contract for the return 
to the United States of the construction costs over a period of not more than 
forty years from the date on which such additional facilities or replacements 
are placed in service. Interest not exceeding the rate of 3 per centum per annum 
of the unamortized construction costs shall be paid if the Secretary determines 
an interest charge to be proper. 

SI 





c. 10. In all sales, transfers, and grants of Federal property situated within 
the Boulder City municipal area the Secretary shall attach conditions involv- 
ing such use restrictions as he may deem reasonable and necessary to preserve 
those community standards consistent with the national use and enjoyment 
of the project. Such restrictions shall include, without being limited to, restric- 
tions against use of the property for the manufacture, sale, storage, or distribu- 
tion of intoxicating liquors, or narcotics, or habit-forming drugs, or for gam- 
bling, prostitution, lewd or immoral conduct, or for the conduct of any unlawful 
purpose or undertaking. Upon the breach of any such condition by the grantee, 
his successors, assigns, or legal representatives, the instrument of transfer shall 
become null and void, and all right, title, and interest in and to the premises 
conveyed shall revert to the United States. This section, as well as all condi- 
tions attached pursuant thereto, shall expire at the date the incorporation of the 
municipaliy or at such time as the United States may otherwise cease its 
operations and supervision of Boulder City. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary is authorized, upon such terms and conditions as he 
may prescribe, to enter into contracts with the municipality to provide to the 
municipality such services of a municipal character as the Department may be 
able to perform without detriment to the efficiency of departmental operations 
within or near Boulder City. 

Sec, 12. The third paragraph of section 610 of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, is hereby amended by inserting after the words “Tennessee Valley 
Authority’, the words “or of any permanent housing under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Interior constructed under the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act of December 21, 1928, as amended and supplemented, located within the 
Boulder City municipal area.” 

Sec. 18. The provisions of this Act for the disposal of federally owned prop- 
erty are to be carried out notwithstanding any other provisions of law. 

Sec. 14. This Act shall be a supplement to the Project Act and the Adjustment 
Act, and said Acts shall govern the administration of this Act, except as is other- 
wise herein provided. 

Sec. 15. The Secretary is hereby authorized, subject only to the provisions of 
this Act, to perform such acts, to delegate such authority, and to prescribe such 
rules and regulations as he may deem necessary and proper for the purpose of 
earrying the provisions of this Act into full force and effect 

Src. 16. This Act may be cited as the Boulder City Act of 1953. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsvI AR AFFAIRS, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, D. C., September 16, 1953. 
Mr. Bruce FAToN, 
808 Sixth Street, Boulder City, Nev. 

Dear Mr. EATON: On September 21, a special subcommittee of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives will hold a 
hearing in Boulder City, Nev., pursuant to the authority granted in House 
Resolution 109, authorizing the committee to conduct investigations and studies 
on subjects within its jurisdiction. 

I am advised that you will be able to furnish the committee pertinent in- 
formation with regard to proposed legislation relative to Boulder City. The 
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—— 


Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs therefore invites and urges you to 
appear before it as a witness on September 21. 

rhe committee meeting will begin at 9:30 a. m. in the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power Auditorium, 600 Nevada Highway, Boulder City. 

It is suggested that, if convenient, you bring a written statement covering the 
matters you wish to discuss, with several copies for distribution to the sub- 
committee members. Time will be limited; if a written statement is available 
for the record, the time allotted for verbal testimony can be used for question- 
ing by the subcommittee. 

Yours very truly, 
A. L. MILter, Chairman. 


(Discussion between Mr. Eaton and committee. ) 

Mr. Young. Would it be possible for you to summarize briefly what 
some of the objections were / 

Mr. EATon. Well I don’t the word . doesn’t quite de- 


scribe the thought that the council proposed to convey. It was an 
attempt to bring out the vi aeana, of the people more directly con 
cerned, and if it is the saxtont of the committee, I will read the 


comments and sapeitnedietitns made by the advisory council. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible for you to summarize, rather 
than read it. It seems to me we might be able to cover more ground 
in that manner 

Mr. Eaton. Well, we will start with section 3, that was the first 
recommendation the council had to make. That was with respect to 
selling the land with the Government-owned houses, and it was the 
thought of the council that it would be much easier from an admin- 
istrative standpoint if the land was not disposed of, but merely the 
houses and the land leased to the prospective buyers, thus putting all 
of the people in Boulder City in the same category with respect to 
owning or leasing land, and make all of the leases available for the 
lessees at the same time, which would be according to the proposal 
after incorporation. 

Mr. Ruopes. If I may ask a question, why would not everybody be 
in the same position under the same bill, at the present time? There 
isn’t any privately owned land in Boulder ¢ ity at the present time. 

Mr. Earon. The draft of the bill that was sent to the Besebn of the 
Budget proposed to sell the land with the Government-owned houses 
first, thus there would be some privately owned land, and Govern- 
ment-owned land under lease to lessees. 

Mr. Ruopes. Well, what land would be under lease to lessees, that 
you are thinking of; would that be business properties against 
residences ? 

Mr. Earon. Business properties and houses owned by individuals, 
improvements on the land, privately owned houses on leased land. It 
would also present somewhat of an administrative problem if some 250 
parcels of land were sold in Boulder City. If it was not incorporated, 
it would present a problem with respect to administration. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is my understanding that under the terms of this 
bill that if you are employed by the F ye al Government, you have 
the first opportunity to buy the house in which you are living and 
leasing from them, and it isn’t open to the general public until after 
a refusal has been made. 

Mr. Earon. The recommendation of the council was that the pres- 
ent occupant be given the first priority. Houses not sold under the 
first priority would be sold or made available to other Government 
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emiployees at the same appraised value that it was offered to the exist- 
ing occupant, and houses not sold under that category would be sold 
to the highest qualified bidder. 

Mr. Ruopes. What you are really looking for is an increased sub 
sidy tothe municipality? In other words, the entire picture as I get it, 
the Government would sell only the houses and then under the terms 
of the bill after incorporation all of the Government property goes to 
the municipality and then the municipality could then sell this land 
at whatever price it deemed fit to the owner of the houses. 

- Karon. That would be one point in favor of the municipality. 

. Ruopes. As I understand it, some of the houses are now owned 
by . rivate persons, even though they are on Federal land. 

Mr. Eavon. That is correct. 

Mr. Riopr Ss. And some of the houses are owned by the Federal 
Government, and the land is owned by the Government, and with 
these the federally owned houses or federally owned land would be 
offered to the lessees. 

Mr. Earon. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Both the land and the houses. 

Mr. Karon. That is under the bill, proposed by the administration. 

Mr. Ruoprs. That is right, and your objection, you aye that only 
the houses should be offered, that the land should remain in Federal 
ownership until after the municipality is incorporated, ad then all 

nds transferred to the municipality. 

Mr. Eavron. That is the opinion of the council; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rio pes. How much added revenue do you think that would 
bring to the city of Boulder ¢ ‘ity. 

Mr. Earon. The council didn’t discuss that feature, but we will 
assume that there will be 250 lessees involved, and I assume the mini- 
mum lease would be appl ‘oximately, or lot, rather, would appraise at 


a thousand dollars, so there would be probably $250,000. 
Mr. Rropes. What are your p Jans with refe akg ‘e to the using of this 
money, which would be a rather large cash subsidy ¢ 


Mr. Earon. It lias been discussed in the council, and I believe 
agreed, that the money made available to the city from the sale of any 
property should be used only as a replacement or capital investment 
fund, and not for an operating expense. 

Mr. Youne. Would you follow the same practice with the 100 sub- 
standard dwellings ? 

Mr. Earon. The council has made no recommendations with respect 
to the 100 substandard dwellings, and I believe that that figure would 
be larger than that, I am not sure but the council did not make any 
recommendations with respect to the substandard dwellings. It has 
been the thought and expression that those houses should be removed 
from Boulder City. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Would you be agreeable to the incorporation in this bill 
of a provision to set up money derived from the sale of lands as a 
capital investment fund not to be used for operating expenses? 

Mr. Eaton. I don’t know what action the council would take on that. 
Personally, I would favor it, but the council did not express its view- 
points on that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Has the council thought any of this point, that rather 
than to have the Federal Government dispose of part of it and the 
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city, that the Federal Government transfer the whole business to the 
city, and that the city handle the problem all the way through from 
start to finish. 

Mr. Eaton. No, sir; I don’t believe the council considered that. 
They were asked to consider the proposed draft of the bill, and to 
make comments and recommendations with respect to that. 

Mr. Hosmer. I see; your remarks are limited to the proposed bill? 

Mr. Earon. That is correct. Under section 3 (b) (1) it was the 
opinion of the council that that was rather discriminatory. It pre- 
vented employees of the Federal Government who might occupy Gov- 
ernment quarters from a priority to purchase under the other subsec- 
tions, and the council thought that that was discrimination, and that 
it should be stricken. 

Mr. Youne. What does the council feel with regard to people al- 
ready owning houses who are employed by the Federal Government; 
is it the council’s recommendation that they should be entitled to 
priority, too ¢ 

Mr. Eaton. Those who occupy Government houses would, under 
the council’s recommendation, be given the first priority. Other Gov- 
ernment e mploy ees living in their own, or other houses, would be given 
second priority to purchase, that is, to purchase houses not under the 
first category. They would be permitted under the council’s recom- 
mendation to buy at the same price that was offered to the other occu- 
pant without competing. 

Mr. Youne. Your recommendations are made irrespective of 
whether or not the tenant owns other property in the city. 

Mr. Eaton. That is correct. 

Mr. Youne. So it is the council’s recommendation that a tenant 
might own 1 or 2 houses, and still be living in a federally owned 
house under the terms of your recommendation, they would be entitled 
to priority, is that correct ? 

Mr. Eaton. That is correct. 

Mr. Youna. I think that is about all we have time for from you, 
Mr. Eaton; I want to thank you for your testimony, and your recom- 
mendations will be included in the record. 

Mr. Eaton. There is sect ion 10—that I think is going to present the 
most controversial point of this issue, if I could prevail upon the 
council or the committee for a few moments to discuss section 10, 

Mr. Youne. If there is no objection, you may go ahead with your 
recommendations of section 10. 

Mr. Earon. There was considerable time and discussion by the 
council upon section 10, which pertains to limited deed use restrictions, 
etc., and the council is of the opinion that the people of Boulder City 
should be heard upon that issue. 

Mr. Youna. For the edification of the members here today, the 
limited deed use restricts the sale of liquor or gambling upon the 
premises. 

Mr. Eaton. That is right, and it seems to have been very desirable 
as long as Boulder City was under the control of the Federal Govern- 
ment to impose restrictions, and the Department of Interior has indi- 
cated in the administration’s draft that it wanted those conditions 
continued as long as it is in control, but the minute it is incorporated, 
it proposes to do away with those restrictions. It is the opinion of the 
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council that it will have a decided effect upon the vote for or against 
incorporation when that time comes, depending upon the action taken 
upon that one section. 

Mr. Youna. Does the council take any stand one w ay or the other, 
or merely recommend that there be a secret ballot ? 

Mr. Eaton. They recommend that a secret ballot be taken. 

Mr. Youne. Our next speaker will be Mrs, Charles Hyde, a member 
of the School Board, Educational District No. 3, of Boulder City. 

Mrs. Hyper. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my 
name is Mrs. Charles E. Hyde. I am a member of the School Board 
of the Boulder City Union School District and am representing before 
you the entire school board and school administration. The school 
board is made up of an elective body of five members. 

Our chairman is Mr, Everett Cunningh: am, 2 local businessman, who 
hi as been very active in community affairs since becoming a resident - 
the community in 1942. He is the father of three children, who are 
all attending local schools. The senior member of the board is Mr. 
A. R. Collins, the manager of the local Bank of Nevada. Mr. Collins 
has been an active member of the board since 1943. The next member 
mn point of service is Mr. L. R. Douglass, director of power for the 
Boulder Canyon project. Mr. Douglass has been an important mem- 
ber as a liaison between the school and the Federal Government. Mr. 
Frank Long, our newest member, by appointment, is the assistant 
superintendent of generation for the Department of Water and Power 
of the City of Los Angeles, one of the operators of Hoover Dam. 1 
have been a member of the board since our last election and am actively 
engaged ina retail business with my husband. We have been residents 
of Boulder City since 1944. I have with me Mr. Elbert B. Edwards, 
our school superintendent since 1940. I have asked him to appear 
today to assist me in answering any questions which might arise. 

The history of Boulder City schools has always been a precarious 
one from the inception of Boulder City as a population base for con- 
struction and operation of Hoover Dam. The lack of foresight, in 
planning living facilities for construction workers, without consider- 
ation of educational facilities, has imposed problems on the schools 
which have been impossible to solve on a permanent basis and for 
which the foreseeable future holds no solution either financially or 
physically. 
~ The first schools in Boulder City were entirely private, being sup- 
ported and even taught by parents in private homes. The six com- 
panies alleviated this problem to some extent by the provision of 
dwelling houses for builc lings. This condition existed for the first 
9 years of Boulder City’s existence, as no aid was available from the 
State of Nevada and no accreditation for the work accomplished by 
the students was given. In 1933 the State of Nevada was adjudged 
to have the power to collect taxes on privately owned property in the 
area and then assumed the responsibility for establishment of a regu- 
lar school district. However, since Clark County was divided into 
only two high-school districts, many students hs id to be tr ansported 
to Las Vevas for secondary education. This condition existed until 

1941, when all high-school students were kept in Boulder City and 
high-school education was prov ided through a branch of the Las Vegas 
Hich School. In 1945 the State of Nevada created educational dis 
trict No. 3 with the high-school boundaries identical with those of the 
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elementary school district and the Boulder City Union School District 
was formed. 

On the completion of the project, the six companies withdrew with 
a resultant decrease in privately owned property and it became neces- 
sary for the Bureau of Reclamation to give financial assistance to 
the schools. This financial aid was based on a $45 per semester pay- 
ment for each child of a Federal employee with the following net 
amounts being paid and represents the first recognition of the Fed- 
eral Government as to its responsibility to support the schools. 


1940 $30, 466. 20 | 1947 $40, 664. 13 
1941 24, 109. 35 | 1948 21, 919. 60 
1942 29, 390. 21 | 1949 46, 777. 45 
1945 33, 718. 29 | 1950 52, 219. 64 
1944 24, 560. 33 | 1951 115, 925. 56 
1945 36, 936. 65 | 1952 108, 463. ¢ 35 
1946 8, 663. 24 | 1953 120, 137. 62 


Since 1950, Federal aid has been based on the provisions of Public 
Law 874, under which schools have received aid for all pupils in at- 
tendance inasmuch as all pupils enrolled live on federally owned 
property. Prior to the passage of this law, aid was received through 
special legislation, which provided aid on the basis of students who 
were dependents of F catia’ employees, disregarding those who were 
only indirectly connected, but, nevertheless, essential to the success 
of the Government functions. Increases in receipts have met the in 
crease in costs of operation occasioned by increased enrollment. ex 
panded facilities for operation, and inflation in money values. 

The actual relationship of the contributions of the various agencies 
from which moneys are received by the school district is indicated by 
the following chart: 


Sources and amounts of rerenuuc reeeived by the Boulder City Union School 


District, 1952-53 


Con . \ unt r 
ceive 
EME I 
$14, 501. 20 $33, 913. 22 
St 3, O12. Of 72, 2290.16 
Loca 16, 650. 48 16, 650. 48 
; } 57, 576. 2 
' 1 
Cour 11, 480.12 36, TAR. 67 
State 906, 32 13, 333. 48 
Loca 24, 975. 69 4,975. 69 
| l¢ 47, 056. 89 
Count 25, 918. 32 70, 671. 89 
it 3, 727. 32 R5, 462. 64 
Lav 41, 626.17 11, 626. 17 
Feder 104, 633. 12 
Elementary s 1, total 34, 172. 68 180, 369. 09 
H schoal. total 37, 362.13 122, 124. 73 
Union School District totals 71, 534. 81 302, 491. 82 
On a percentage basis the funds for the operation of the schools of 
] ° > 

the district are derived as follows: 
From Percent 
Federal sources .. B4, 5 
State sources 4. 4 


County sources 25. 
Local district tax ae eh 


4 
7 
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In 1932 a 16-classroom building was constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to serve the elementary grades only and no provision was 
vet made for the high- school gr: ades. In 1940 it became nec essary to 
construct another building to provide a gymnasium and additional 
classroom space for the high-school grades which had been added by 
this time. The building, constructed from an appropriation of $82, 
000, was so poorly designed it proved unsuitable for high-school 
classes. This building is now in constant use but provides space 
only for : 2 kindergarten rooms and 3 elementary classrooms, while 
being very expensive to maintain and placing an overburden of 
financial cost on the operation of the elementary school through inade 
quate heating facilities and other problems. The present buildings’ 
facilities are adequate only for the present school chaiiehinas by use 
of annex buildings at the element: iy school, which consist of frame 
temporary buildings moved from the ¢ Camp Williston area when it was 
abandoned by the United States Army at the close of World War II. 
These buil lings occupy a public easement of Avenue G, which is land 
that is held by sufferance of the ¢ ity management. They are not de- 
signed or equip ped to serve as satisfactory school housing. They can 
not be made over to serve this purpose satisfactorily. ‘Also, n use 
in the main school building are two basement rooms originally de- 
signed for storage and very poorly suited for classroom purposes. 

In 1942, the Interior Depart nent Appropriation Act authorized the 
building of a junior-senior high-school building. However, it was 
1949 before this was possible due to the intervention of World War IT. 
The money was then made available and a modern, well-planned 
building providing classrooms and administrative offices, was con 
structed. In 1950 a gymnasium and shop building were added, but 
this still does not completely solve the school-buil ling problems. 
The junior-senior high school is now at the capacity for which it was 
planned and the foreseeable future indicates a repetition pes over 
crowding and too great a teacher load, with the resultant endangering 
of accreditation. The original plans for the junior-senior high 
school, which were approved by the Bureau of Reclamation and felt to 
be only adequate for the anticipated pupil load, have not been fulfilled. 
The acute necessity for the construction of another classroom wing and 
an auditorium are felt by all who are cognizant of the situation to 
be the moral obligation of the Federal Government. This building 
was constructed to meet the immediate needs of an enrollment of 400 
pupils, but designed for flexibility in expansion so that it could be 
expanded as need developed. Since 1950, there has been a steady 
increase in the enrollment of the junior-senior high school to its 
present net enrollment of 464. Present enrollments of the lower grade 
projected into the future will increase this number to 530 in 1956, 
creating a demand for a minimum of 5 additional classrooms. Any 
increase in community population will contribute an added burden on 
the now crowded facilities. 

In this connection reference is made and attention is called to the 
Reining report, a report of a survey made under the direction of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, of problems affecting Boulder City, Nev., 
by Henry Reining, Jr., professor of public administration and po- 
litical science, University of Southern California, as of May 18, 1950. 
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As a result of his survey and through study of the condition and 
needs of the school district, Dr. Reining made the following recom- 
mendations as they pertained to school buildings: 

. * it is strongly recommended that the National Government through the 
nstrumentality of the Colorado River Dam fund complete the construction of 
the school buildings as they are at present planned and projected in Boulder 
City ’ 
“This is necessary because the school district has no bonding capacity now and 
probably will not have for a good many years to come. This is necessary be- 
cause the school district’s tax base is severely limited and already relying too 
heavily upon local sources of funds. In fact, Federal provision is the only way 
in which Boulder City can get adequate school buildings. 

Boulder City has never had any adequate provision for an audi- 

torium. This is a structure which was included within the projection 
of the school buildings as a part of the original master plan. This, 
with an adequacy of ‘classrooms, we feel, should be provided for the 
schools by the Federal Government in view of the inability of the 
district to provide it for itself. With me, I have a drawing of the 
projected planning which will give a graphic explanation of this and 
of our needs for high-school pupils. If this phase of the physical 
plant were completed, the future necessities could no doubt be met 
without undue hardships being inflicted upon the students. How- 
ever, the compleitnon of this plan in no way provides for the possi- 
bility of future expansion of population, but only for the immediate 
needs. 

Boulder City was created for the special purpose of providing 
homes for the workmen who were engaged for the sole purpose of 
the construction of Hoover Dam. The city has continued to exist 
and has been maintained to provide homes for those engaged in 
carrying out the highly technical purposes of the Federal Government 
in maintaining the dam and powerplant and appurtenant works, and 
carrying out other functions of the Government which have been as- 
signed to the area and which have heretofore been enumerated. ‘There 
is a demand for higher than average educational standards in Boulder 
City, created by the unusual situation brought about through the em- 
ployment by the United States Government, of specially trained and 
educated personnel, made up of scientists, engineers, technicians, ac- 
countants, administrators, ofliceworkers, and specialists in various 
fields of endeavor in branches of the Federal Government in Boulder 
City. These people must, of necessity, have a greater degree of edu- 
cation than is normally found in a like-sized group in other circum- 
stances. It is only natural they should desire a greater opportunity 
of education for their children. Should the school district be unable 
to provide the standards of education expected, it could result in a 
decrease of desirable employees for the Federal Government. It is 
becoming apparent that the future plans for the schools must include 
a wider variety of subjects and additional materials with which to 
work 

The financial situation of Boulder City schools is the most pressing 
problem faced by the school district. The cost of operating the 
schools, based on per pupil in average daily attendance in both ele- 
mentary and high school, is greater than the national figure, but only 
average for the State of Nevada. Income to educational district No. 3 
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is derived from the county, in the greatest amount, State, local, and 
Federal sources. Federal aids has come as a result of special appro- 
priations and in later years through Public Law 874, as has been 
previously noted in this testimony. However, it has been necessary 
for the school board to make special application, to beg and cajole in 
order to secure sufficient funds to operate the schools even though it 
was easily discernible the burde n was directly attr ibutable to the larg 
portion of Federal employees living in Government houses and lead 
ing no tax contr ibution to school support. 

The pupil population of the Boulder City schools is made up ex- 
clusively of children who live in Boulder City. Of the 992 in aver 
age daily attendance during the school year 1952-53, 60 percent, or 
594, were dependents of employees of agencies or agents of the Federal 
Government and consisting of.the following: the United States Bu- 
reau of Reclamation (region III), the United States Bureau of Mine 
the National Park Service, the United States Post Office, the United 
States Geodetic Survey, the Department of Water and Power of the 
City of Los ae les, a Southern California Edison Co. 

Another percent, or 171 reine were dependents of people who 
live and ai in Boulder City, providing, in large part, for the services 
required and demanded by the employees of the Government. Twenty- 
three percent, or some 997, were dependents of people who live in 
Boulder City, but work elsewhere. Attached to this report is a table 
showing this breakdown of the number of pupils and their percentage 
of the school population as regards the employment of their parents. 

There is no doubt expressed at any time that continued Federal aid 
will be necessary to maintain the schools on an acceptable basis. The 
proposed Boulder City bill makes no provision for this and should by 
all means take this factor into consideration. The future possibility 
of local financial independence is nil as the prospect of industrial 
development, which is the basis of support for most school districts, 
is unforseeable as major centers of local employment will continue to 
be Federal Government office and projects. Should the developed 
portion of Boulder City be turned over to the people, there will still 
be insufficient value to support a bond issue to construct facilities for 
the school as the greatest values will still be vested in Federal build- 
ings and land. 

In support of the contention that the ownership of land and re- 
sources by the Federal Government is not only justification, but also 
creates necessity for continued aid for operation and facilities of the 
public schools, it is pointed out that the Boulder Canyon Project 
Reservation on which Boulder City and the Boulder City School Dis- 
trict are situated, comprises 67,200 acres, all of which is owned by the 
Federal Government. Within this area the Federal Government has 
an investment of approximately $90,000,000 with an assessable valua- 
tion, if it were subject to taxation, of approximately $21,000,000. Of 
this area, boundaries of the Bureau of Reclamation supervision area 
of Boulder City include some 2,569 acres, and of this but approxi- 
mately 500 acres are developed. Also attached to this report is a map 
showing approximate relationship of the Federal withdrawn area, the 
school district, and Boulder City. 

39845—54—— 3 
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The following table will give the picture of the comparative valua- 
tions and the limited tax returns within the area: 


Boulder Canyon project reservation : 


Area in acres____-_- ce ah asi ai ieee Lae 67, 200 
Government investme nt_ ne Z he eee 
Estimated value for tax purpose if assessable- “ _._...-_. 21, 000, 000 
Estimated tax if taxable at present school rate of $1.2 tiebale 262, 000 
Actual assessed valuation, private development___-_~- densleniiic None 
Actual tax collected ___-- a al tle os None 


Boulder City Union School District : 
Area in acres_____-_-- ee siakmniia 
Government investment os aes Ul, 
Estimated value for tax purpose if “assessable__ pemscuniteieioen aig Ny 
Estimated tax if taxable at present school rate of $1.25__- 7 262, 000 
Actual assessed valuation, private development__.-_----....-. * 2, 764, 741 
Actual tax collected_____-__-_- ag RR I eat 28, cig 39, 561 

Boulder City: 


46, 080 


Area in acres (500 developed ) —- cde ne picasa enmeaatel 2, 569 
Government investment_____-____-_-- I ee ee 
Estimated value for tax purpose if assessable____.- aseocincs ieee 


Estimated tax if taxable at present school rate of $1.° 
Actual assessed valuation, private development__- 
Actual tax collected_ 


pind 12, 500 
alee 1, 000, 000 
jhe ceacchnciaah se taaliachict a sath die bbcedbaeteele 712, 500 


4 Taken from annual report of Clark County auditor, June 30, 1953. 
2 Included within the tax collected from the school district. 


Should the movement to make Boulder City proper available for 
private ownership be realized, however, the basic picture of valuations 
and tax receipts will not be changed. More than 90 percent of the 
valuations of the school district will still lie outside of the city limits, 
but within the boundaries of the school district, but will not provide 
income for educational needs. Inasmuch as the Federal Government 
now contributes in excess of 34 percent of the amounts received by the 
school district for the operation and maintenance, and inasmuch as 
60 percent of the student enrollment is made up of children of Federal 
employees or agents, and the Government also owns and controls 90 
percent of the industrial resources and investments of the school dis- 
trict, we do not feel it is unreasonable to request that the Federal Gov- 
ernment provide an amount equal to 50 percent of the contribution 

nade by the State, county, and local taxpayers. 

Furthermore, inasmuch as this Federal ownership precluded bond- 
ing of the district for construction purposes, we feel that the Federal 
Government should make provision for an expansion of existing facil- 
ities to meet junior-senior high-school needs, and also provide for an- 
other permanent elementary school building to replace existing un- 
satisfactory conditions which are dangerous to the welfare of the chil- 
dren and to provide for the inevitable increase in enrollment in the 
schools. 

The Federal Government has created an artificial situation and will 
continue to do so, and must assume the responsibility of its just share 
of maintenance. The recognition and admittance of this responsi- 
bility will alleviate the insecurity felt by the school district in its 
efforts to provide the necessities required of it. 

We wish to thank you, gentlemen, for this opportunity of present- 
ing this statement of our problems. 
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Employment of parents of Boulder City school children, 1952-53 


aoe p Percentage 
arents of rents 
ehildren of parents 
Agencies or agents of Federal Government a . 594 | 59. 87 
Live and work in Boulder City, provide services for Government employees_| 171 17. 23 
Live in Boulder City, work elsewhere 4 “ | 227 22. 88 
sindbis chanel _ 
| | 
Total__.. ba ioe ss wiichtblictinb~edsittiduistibin<< ‘| ver 9Y. 98 


(Comments between subcommittee members and Mrs. Hyde.) 

Mr. Youne. Our time is limited, and I can allow you only 4 or 
5 minutes more. Would you prefer to continue reading, or would you 
like to comment on some of the other things? Your entire statement 
will be incorporated in the record. 

Mrs. Hyper. Yes; I think perhaps our financial prob lem is one of 
the biggest problems that is faced by the Boulder City Union School 
District, and which should be given consideration because of the fact 
that we receive this aid under Public Law No. 874. However, it is 
difficult each year to make a special application and to wait until the 
last moment to know whether or not we are going to receive such aid 
with which to pay our teachers and to finance our school buil lings. 
It seems that it is only reasonable since 60 percent of the pupil at- 
tendance in the schools are children of Federal emplcyees that we 
are going to have to request Federal aid on a permanent basis to main- 
tain the schools, because regardless of what the outcome of the Boul- 
der City problem is, we are still going to have a problem faced here 
in that the greatest valuation in the Boulder City School District 
which, of course, exceeds the Boulder City area itself by a great deal, 
the valuation is still going to be increased in public lands and in their 
holdings, there is very little taxable property that is going to come into 
the district with any change in the legislation. We are certainly 
now receiving a great deal more aid from State, from county, and 
other sources than is normal in the return that they get from the 
taxes, and there doesn’t seem to be any way out for us. ‘Also, it is going 
to be practically an impossibility for us ever to raise sufficient bond 
issue in our district to provide the buildings and facilities for the stu- 
dents which are now here. The junior-senior high school is designed 
to carry a load of 400 pupils, but oe have 464 registered in that school. 
By the year 1956 we will have 530 in those same facilities. It is going 
to certainly work a hardship in keeping those students in that school 
and giving them the proper education and advantages which are de- 
manded by the people here in Boulder City, because we have people 
very different here than you find in most communities. We have a very 
different education standard here. I have the plans here with me to- 
day, which were prepared, and which show the layout of the school, 
and show the easiest way these buildings can be added on to our junior- 
senior highschool facilities. [Large map brought forward. ] 

The ones in dark red shown on there are the present buildings which 
we have. It will not be very difficult to add on wings or to add on addi- 
tions to the wings which we already now have constructed. The build- 
ing, itself, was designed to do this when it was designed by the regular 
school architect hired by the Union School District. We have no 
facilities for an auditorium of any kind in Boulder City and it is felt 
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to be a necessity in that area. Dr. Reining has reported in his report 
that it will be the 1 esponsibilit? y of the Federal Government to provide 
these buildings for the schools. 

Mr. Ruopes. What is the bonded indebtedness of your school dis- 
trict at the present time ? 

Mr. Ewarps. I am Elbert B. Ewards, superintendent of the Boul- 
der City schools. The school district at the present time has no 
bonded indebtedness because there is no provision whereby we can 
bond, inasmuch as there is no pr ivately owned real estate in the distr ict. 

Mr. Ruopes. In event that this bill goes through, and this munici- 
pality is incorporated and the land disposed of, how much could you 
then bond ? 

Mr. Ewarps. The school district, if it could retire the bonds within 
the limitations of the tax rates, would be permitted to levy bonds, or 
sell bonds to the maximum of 10 percent of the assessed valuation. 

Mr. Ruopres. Have you had any aid from the Federal Government 
for building schools under Public Law 815? 

Mr. Ewarps. We have had no aid up until the present time; we have 
not been able to meet their requirements. In other words, we have 
had adequate buildings within the minimum requirements of that bill. 

Mr. Hosmer. You think you might now be eligible? 

Mr. Ewarps. The present law, 815, has in their requirements speci- 
fied that only the bare minimum will be taken care off, and at the 
present time we are housing 100 percent of our population. I think 
they require 110 to 1. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, if you have 460 students in a 400 minimum 
building, you are aie close. 

Mr. Ewarps. We are getting close inasmuch as it is a union school 
district. However, the total coupled with the elementary school, will 
reduce that overload. 

Mr. Hosmer. They have just extended that 815 for 1 more year, and 
it might be a good idea to consider doing what you can to get under 
the provisions of that bill while it is still in operation. 

Mr. Ewarps. We are studying the application at the present time. 

Mr. Youne. What provisions does the proposed draft make for 
augmenting the educational facilities? 

Mr. Ewarps. I don’t believe any provision. I believe it states in 
there that the physical plant shall be turned over to the school district. 
However, we feel that some permanent provision should be made in 
aiding the schools because there is just no possible way which, on a 
local basis, we can entirely support the schools in Boulder City. There 
is not sufficient basis for a tax structure. 

Mr. Yorry. Does your written statement or recommendation con- 
tain suggestions and recommendations for that ? 

Mr. Ewarps. Yes, sir, it does, in the closing part on page 11, inas- 
much as the Federal Government now contributes in excess of 34 per- 
cent of the amounts received by the school district for the operation 
and maintenance, and inasmuch as 60 percent of the student enroll- 
ment is made up of children of Federal employees or agents, and the 
Government also owns and controls 90 percent of the industrial re- 
sources and investments of the school district, we do not feel it is un- 
reasonable to request that the Federal Government provide an amount 
annually equal to 50 percent of the contribution made by the State, 
county, and local taxpayers. 
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Mr. Youne. Well, thank you both, Mrs. Hyde, and Mr. Ewards, 
and we will incorporate your testimony in the record. Now we will 
hear from Mr. L. P. Davis, a member of the Bureau of Mines Activities 
Association, Inc. Mr. Davis, I wonder if it would be possible for you 
to summarize your written statement? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, I think I can go through the whole thing in about 
5 minutes. 

3;0ULDER CiTy, NEv., September 18, 1953. 


MEMORANDUM 


To: Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
From: The Bureau of Mines Employees’ Activities Association, Ine. 
Subject : Proposed legislation relative to Boulder City. 

The Bureau of Mines Employees Activities Association, Inc., represents a 
majority of the employees of the Bureau of Mines at Boulder City, Nev., num- 
bering approximately 200 employees. Through its association, all members have 
been given an opportunity to read about and discuss “a bill to provide for the dis 
posal of certain Federal property in the Boulder City area,” et cetera, which has 
been proposed to be presented for legislation by the Senate and House of Repre 
sentatives. 

The association, at an open meeting held on September 10, designated Mr. 
Leonard P. Davis to represent the association at a meeting of the Committee 
on Intericr and Insular Affairs to be held in Boulder City on September 21, 1953. 
Subsequent open meetings, held on September 14 ,16, 17, and 18 have discussed all 
issues presented by individual employees pertaining to the pending legislation, 
and they have passed without dissent the following issues which they authorize 
Mr. Davis to present to the congressional committee: 

1. Boulder City was established by the Federal Government for the purpose of 
providing, among other things, adequate housing for Government employees 
whose work required residence in this isolated area, and to provide municipal 
facilities which would enable contractors, power allottees, and private business 
establishments serving the community to provide adequate housing for their 
employees. The area is still completely controlled by the Government, and this 
obligation has in no way been diminished. Nevertheless, at the present time 
many Federal employees are unable to obtain acceptable housing in the area. 
About the only way acceptable housing can be obtained is by purchase and the 
complete absence of available building lots in Boulder City has artificially 
increased the sale value of existing housing from 20 to 100 percent over the cost 
of new replacements. Government-owned housing sold under the act of May 25, 
1948 (62 Stat. 268), as an example, are now valued at 300 to 350 percent of the 
price realized by the Federal Government, and demanded down payments are 
beyond the reach of most Government employees. Many Government employees 
inadequately housed are willing and able to purchase new homes with reasonable 
downpayments, but land is not available for this purpose. Our greatest need at 
the present time is a low-cost FHA-financed housing development in the Boulder 
City area. It is recommended that the Congress immediately provide funds 
for necessary power, water, streets, and curbs so that Boulder City can be ex- 
panded to provide adequate housing for Government employees. The proposed 
separation of Boulder City from Government ownership may eventually make 
this possible; unfortunately, we need building space now, not some time in the 
future, after a bill has been passed, the property has been sold, the municipality 
has been incorporated, and the property bonded to provide the necessary 
expansion. 

2. There is considerable question in our minds that an incorporated munici- 
pality under the laws of the State of Nevada can support itself when much of 
the property within the city is Government-owned and there is no agricultural 
or private industry to form the broad tax base found in most municipalities. 
It is our opinion that the Government should pay some costs of maintenance and 
operation, in addition to those provided by the proposed act, in lieu of taxes 
on federally owned property. 

38. The proposed legislation, in our estimation, grants the Secretary of the 
Interior authority to make decisions concerning which property shall be gold, 
under what rules and regulations it shall be sold, how much the Government 
will charge for power, and the terms under which water will be furnished. 
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The wording of nearly every section of the proposed bill authorizes the Sec- 
retary, but does not direct him, to perform certain acts. The proposed bill, 
as an example, does not even specify that all Government housing shall be sold. 
If certain selected residences and the present substandard Government-owned 
housing is allowed to remain on developed land, this will further reduce 
the tax base and decrease the available revenue to the proposed municipality. 
As another instance, in providing for the disposal of Federal property in Boulder 
City section 5 (a) states: “After the date of this act, the Secretary shall specify 
which activities and functions now performed within the Boulder City municipal 
area by the Department shall be transferred to the municipality upon its incor- 
poration.” This leaves a great deal to be determined by the Secretary “after 
the date of this act.” 

4. Comparatively few Bureau of Mines employees are tenants in Government- 
owned housing, as they have never been eligible for consideration as tenants, 
in all but a small number of emergency housing units constructed during the 
war period. Most of these are the substandard dwellings known as demount- 
ables which, it is understood, will not be sold. Consequently, Bureau of Mines 
and other nontenant Government employees will have a relatively limited op- 
portunity of participating in the purchase of housing by the plan outlined in 
the bill. 

Admittedly, some of our members feel that all Government employees should 
have an equal opportunity to bid on the housing, and opinion is divided as to 
whether the tenants should be permitted to meet the high bids on their homes 
or whether the high bidders should automatically win the right to purchase. 

Unquestionably, the most controversial feature of this portion of the bill is 
the fact that section 3 (b) (1) would permit tenants to buy their homes at 
the appraised value, whereas section 3 (b) (2) states that any unsold housing 
shall be offered to the highest bidder among other Government employees. 
This means that bidders would certainly have to pay more than a tenant paid 
for a similar home purchased at the appraised value. In fact, under the pressure 
of today’s housing problems, it is conceivable that bidding for the few homes 
that will remain unsold to tenants, would yield fantastic results. 

It seems only fair that whatever method of purchase is decided upon, all 
Government employees should have the same consideration. If section 3 (b) (1) 
is allowed to remain, then unsold housing should also be offered to other 
Government employees at the appraised value. Where more than one offer 
under these terms would be received, the name of the successful purchaser should 
be determined by publicly drawing lots. This is a time-honored procedure 
often used in the assignment of certain homesteads. 

5. Section 3 (e) states that the land shall be transferred to the municipality 
after its incorporation. The legal question has arisen: Can the municipality 
be incorporated under the laws of the State of Nevada while the land is still 
in a “withdraws” status? In some cases, only those citizens owning real 
property are entitled to vote, and it is possible that the State incorporation law 
may be of this nature. 

THE BUREAU OF MINES 
ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATION, INC. 


TERRELL Evans, President, 
W. R. VREELAND, 
CARL MERRILL, 
SALLY Burt, 
Henry HEtter, 
EDWARD PERKINS, 
R. W. LEwIs, 
Board of Directors. 

(Discussion between speaker and committee members.) 

Mr. Hosmer. So that the record may be straight, is this a local unit 
of the Bureau of Mines Employees’ Activities Association, Inc., or is 
it a local association confined to this area ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir; it is confined to the Boulder City Bureau of 
Mines only. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 
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Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Mr. Davis. Are there any ques- 
tions? Our next witness will be Mr. Herman Nelson, who is a mem- 
ber of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

Mr. Netson. My name is Herman E. Nelson, 616 Fifth Street, 
Boulder City, Nev. ; arrived in this State in 1923 and moved to Boulder 
City on May 20, 1932. Am employed as a life underwriter. 

I feel that I can safely say that a large majority of the residents of 
Boulder City do not want gambling and the sale of liquor inaugurated. 
From my work and experience with religious groups, I know they are 
opposed. Because we have a clean, law-abiding community, many 
families maintain residence who, in the event of the bringing in of 
gambling and liquor, would feel constrained to move elsewhere. In 
his testimony, my colleague, the Reverend Earl S. Fox, enlarges upon 
the theme of the character and purpose of this community. A few 
persons in this community possibly will maintain that Boulder City 
must have the license and tax revenue from saloons and gaming halls 
in order to make our city government financially solvent. This, I 
believe, is fallacious for the following reasons: 

(1) Gambling and the sale of liquor bring additional problems, 
resulting in additional outlay for administering their operation. 

(2) Traffic accidents and drunkenness have been almost unknown 
on our city’s streets, which is largely due to the sobriety of the 
citizenry. 

(3) Is the Federal Government interested in the efficiency and 
attitude of the men who are responsible for the care, operation, and 
maintenance of Hoover Dam? Gambling and the free flow of liquor 
will lessen the efficiency of many workmen. 

(4) What gives rise to the thought that the sale of liquor and in- 
auguration of gambling will show a profit to the city government? If 
these practices are allowed, rest assured police protection must be in- 
creased materially. Without strict traffic control, many children 
hitherto safe would be killed on our streets. Our daughters who have 
been free to walk to a picture show without molestation would have to 
have adult escort. The safety of our voung people has a value beyond 
price. The criminal element, which has been absent to date, always 
accompanies gambling and the saloon. Among most Nevada cities 
and towns Boulder City has been unique for its fine moral tone. 

(5) It is common knowledge that Las Vegas must maintain a small 
army of police to control gambling and the sale of liquor. The finan- 
cial statements of that city show that the outlay for law enforcement 
practically equals the revenue from these sources. For the most part, 
it would appear that the profits fall to the owners of the types of busi- 
ness in question rather than to the city government. 

I have talked with City Manager Harold N. Corbin concerning 
the potential revenues and expenditures of Boulder City, and am con- 
vinced that liquor and gambling will not solve the city’s financial 
problems, but will merely aggravate the situation by increasing the 
cost of government, 

We can maintain this city without the tax revenue from gambling 
and the sale of liquor, with their train of higher administration costs, 
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greater police and juvenile protection, and pauperism. Because of 
the climate, be: auty, cle: itineoe and orderliness of Boulder City, it 
is a known fact that many financially able people would build homes 
and retire here. It is an ideal location for a big sanitarium. Why 
not locate a college here, enlarge the sane and se nsible type of recrea- 
tion facilities? The natural beauty of the area, the dam, Lake Mead 
are valuable tourist attractions. We can cater to the people who want 
a vacation without losing their savings. 

I recommend that legal device, such as a deed restriction or some- 
thing similar, against the use of the premis es for gambling and the 
sale of liquor, bet used to prevent Boulder City from losing its 5 excelle ant 
character. 

Because the Federal Government has a huge investment in the 
Hoover Dam and power-generation facilities, and because the suc- 
cessful operation of this project is essential to many industries which 
are vital to the security of the Nation, I feel that Congress would 
be acting in the interest of all the people if it were to make it possible 
for the majority of the citizens of Boulder City to prevent gambling 
and the sale of liquor here. 

(Discussion between speaker, Nelson, and committee.) 

Mr. Yorry. Would you feel that if we decided that we didn’t want 
to dictate to the people here on this important question, on this moral 
question, that if we were to permit them to have a secret ballot in 
this connection, would that be acceptable to you ¢ 

Mr. Netson. Yes, it would. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you. Our next speaker will be Reverend Fox, 
pastor of the Grace Community Church. 

Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am here 
by appointment, while I am the pastor of the Grace Community 
Church, I am here by appointment of a committee of seven churches 
of Boulder City to make this statement to your committee. 

Every city is geared to some economy which justifies and explains 
its existence. That ec onomy may be mining, agriculture, shipping, or 
as is the case with our neighboring city of Henderson, indust ry. Las 
Vegas is geared to the unusual economy of entertainment. And the 
economy of a city colors every area of its life, dictating the type of 
citizenry, material characteristics, community life, mores, emphasis, 
and traditions. Cities do not just happen to be what they are. The 
laws of cause and effect operate in every phase of a city’s life. To 
try then, to introduce a diffe rent economy, or worse still a conflicting 
ae is to do violence to the economy for which the city exists, 
and, indirectly to the city :tself, and its people. 

Boulder City, Nev., is geared to the unique economy of reclamation, 
power production, and related fields. For these purposes alone it 
was founded, and for these purposes alone it continues. This economy 
has dictated the type of citizenry living in it; the homes built here ; 
the homelife in these homes; the plane. of community life; the civic 
and social emphases nutured. 

The Federal Government recognized this fact when it brought 
Boulder City to the birth. The project was a colossal engineering 
feat. It remains a tremendous installation, affecting the lives of 
millions of Americans, and holding key position in national defense. 
Its fabrication and finally its operation, called for the finest minds in 
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the country in its field. And the Federal Government went about 
the task of securing such men. 

It designed a city of beauty, with attractive physical layout, com- 
fortable homes, good school facilities, and an ample sup ply of utility 
services. The Lake Mead recreational area, while not established 
solely for Boulder residents, is nevertheless, another facet in the 
“oasis gem” which has attracted men of ability and fine character. 
But more important than all this, the Government saw to it that the 
city was morally beautiful. In spite of ultraliberal gambling and 
liquor laws in the State of Nevada, gambling and liquor were for 
bidden within the limits of the project. And it all paid off hand 
somely. Topnotch men were attracted to this Paradise of the Desert. 
Many of them have been proud to remain and call it home. And asa 
result the Federal installation and related installations have been 
operated with envi: able efficiency by the finest engineers in America. 

The Boulder legislation drawn up by the Department of the In 
terior, if allowed to pass unchanged, would do violence to all this. 
Section 10 of the proposal in effect withdraws all protection to our 
economy and to our homes. It puts the ax to the roots of efliciency. 
For it specifically states that all restrictions concerning gambling, 
liquor sales, and prostitution, are removed the moment the Federal 
Government releases title. This is simply an invitation to a small 
group of men (many of them from outside Boulder City) interested 
only in their own selfish enrichment at whatever cost to the project, 
the city, and its citizens, to introduce an alien economy. ‘These two 
economies will not mix. 

The moment that gambling and liquor are allowed, Boulder City 
ceases to be the city which has attracted some of the finest men in 
the land to labor and live here. High-type men will not deliberately 
choose to bring up their families in a city where gambling and hard 
liquor are not only legal, but found in their front yard. We do not 
infer that the installations will not be manned. You will find in- 
dividuals in almost any field whose scruples are such that a wide- 
open town would present no problems. But they are not the type of 
men who man the installations now. I cannot believe that those re- 
sponsible for operating the project would want to exchange the present 
type of leadership for an inferior one. For there would be many 
undoubtedly but reluctantly, who would seek employment in the 
other 47 States in many of which there are employment opportunities. 
What a costly and totally unnecessary tragedy this would be for 
Boulder City and the Boulder project. 

We contend that the Federal Government has not only a responsi- 
bility to protect its investment here, but a distinct moral responsibility 
to protect the people it has brought here. It has for two decades of 
fered these advantages and safeguards to which reference has been 
made, as in a sense, partial remuneration for employme nt in the proj- 
ect. It would appear from the proposed section 10 that the Federal 
Government intends to wash its hands of all moral responsibility and 
protection for the men, women, and children, whom it has invited 
here. 

There will be those who will insist that our position here is unsound; 
that our sister city of Las Vegas in which gambling and the sale of 
liquor are legal, also boasts fine, upright men and women. We will be 
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the first to agree with this observation. There are, however, at least 
two important factors which make the gambling and liquor entirely 
different problems so far as these two cities are concerned. 

First, size. 

Las Vegas covers a tremendous area when compared with Boulder 
City, even with the area contemplated in the proposal. Residents of 
Las Vegas can, and many are, moving to the many attractive, new 
suburbs, where they can build homes, rear children, provide schools 
and recreational areas away from immediate proximity to gambling 
and liquor sources. 

Boulder City does not offer, nor can it offer, such an opportunity. 
Families in Boulder who do not want to bring up their families in 
close proximity to such establishments, will have no place to which 
they can move within the city limits. They will either have to put up 
with it or leave the city. 

Second, income on investment. 

The gaming and liquor establishments in Las Vegas are multimil- 
lion-dollar businesses. The fact that the “Strip” points toward Cali- 
fornia is no accident. These places angle for the wealth of the coastal 
area, and, for the curious tourist who comes to see the Las Vegas of 
which he has heard and read so much. The addition of each “Strip” 
hotel, or gaming house is mute evidence of the fact that there must 
be ample financial return to warrant such colossal investments in Las 
Vegas. 

Turn now to Boulder City. No person of business acumen is going 
to erect a multimillion-dollar establishment in Boulder City, unless 
he could locate in the Lake Mead area. But that is abhorrent to every 
personally disinterested individual. The great majority of our citi- 
zens, we are certain, are one with the Park Service, in its constant 
fight to protect the diminishing areas of our country where the com- 
mon people can find recreation and beauty, and thus avoid the trag- 
edies of the past which have seen invaluable spots fall into selfish, 
exploiting hands. It is inconceivable that the Congress would allow 
one of the Nation’s finest recreational areas to be blighted in order to 
enrich a few, by making it an American Monte Carlo. 

Since, therefore, large establishments would not be financially fea- 
sible, what would be the result if the city were thrown wide open? 
They, the establishments in Boulder, would be second-, or third-rate 
houses, or worse. Not being able to compete with the fabulous Las 
Vegas offerings, they would not be able to depend upon the same 
source of wealth, or even on the tourist who would still be bent on 
reaching the fabulous first-class establishments in Las Vegas. These 
second- and third-rate businesses would have to depend upon the small 
trade; the little fellow who can least afford to spend, the local cus- 
tomer, the dimes and nickels—and this includes our precious youth. 
We would not have a second Las Vegas, but a second-class Las Vegas, 
and we by geographical necessity would have it right in our front 
yards. 

Gentlemen of the Congress, the people of Boulder City are tremen- 
dously concerned about this matter. The overwhelming majority of 
our citizens do not want gambling and hard liquor brought into this 
city which has for so many years been without it. 
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This concern becomes crystallized in the plea of our people for 
protection through the insertion in all deeds, of restrictive clauses. 

In seeking such an amendment, we are not trying to bypass the 
honorable Secretary of the Interior. But it has been made clear to us, 
that the omission of such restrictive provisions from the Department’s 
proposed legislation was not accidental, but studied. 

We have sought to ascertain the reason for this. Some say it is 
simply aversion to restrictive clauses, many of which the courts have 
been throwing out. When prece .dents are quoted, however, they usu- 
ally concern restrictive covenants based on race, creed, color, or na- 
tional origin. We applaud the action of the courts concerning such 
covenants. We agree with the vast majority of thinking Americans, 
that they are not only un-American, but immoral as well. 

We fail, however, to see their value as quoted precedents. Surely 
a restrictive clause which bars gambling, liquor, and prostitution from 
a city which has clearly spoken against these things, could hardly be 

called un-American or immoral. The covenant we seek, is not in 
the same category as those to which the courts have been putting the 
ax in these recent years. We feel just as strongly as our opponents, 
that the courts will uphold such covenants. As a matter of fact, if 
these restrietive covenants are coupled with reversionary clauses, 
which latter clauses provide the penalty for breaking the restrictive 
covenant, there will be few who will risk the loss of property by testing 
the restrictive clause, as is the case without doubt in cities hke Palo 
Alto, Calif., and Evanston, Ill., where such clauses are still valid 
after many years. 

But, contend others, the reason why the restrictive clause has been 
omitted from the bill, is simply the resolve of the Federal Government 
not to interfere in a local situation, but to allow the people themselves 
to settle the issue as they wish. If this be a true surmise, then some- 
one is being very naive. The laws of the State of Nevada do not allow 
local option. ‘To release the project without written restrictions, is 
simply to play into the hands of a few people, who for the purpose of 
their own gain, will pursue an action which does not at all represent 
the majority will, but the determination of a very small minority of 
our people. While, therefore, the framers of the proposed legislation 
may think themselves objective in this matter, they are by the very 
nature of things, granted even in ignorance, acting for the minority. 

It is because of this seeming impasse that we ‘appeal to the men 
who represent us in Congress. Our representatives have made it 
publicly plain that they wish to do what the people of Boulder want. 
This information we propose to secure for you. 

The group we represent, does not wish to assume the authority to 
speak for the town. We are urging the Advisory Council of Boulder 
City to proceed with plans for a ‘referendum on this matter, to be 
held before the conclusion of 1953. Each citizen of voting age, should 
have an opportunity to express his convictions in this matter, and 
thus give clear direction to those who sit for us in the legislature, so 
far as section 10 in the proposal of the Department of the Interior is 
concerned. 

If the result of such a referendum indicates a majority opinion in 
favor of restrictive and reversionary clauses in the deeds, we will 
respectfully call upon our representatives in the Congress, and their 
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colleagues, to afford us this protection for the project, for our lovel 
city, our fine homes, and our precious children, by taking the necessary 
steps to amend, or change the proposed legislation of the Department 
of the Interior, in such a way, as to make it mandatory for the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to include restrictive clauses in all deeds to 
property deeded to Boulder City, corporations, and individuals, for- 
bidding the use of said property for gambling, sale of liquor, and for 
en together with a reversionary clause in the deed, which 
will delineate the penalty for breaking the restrictive clauses. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Reverend Fox. 

Mr. Ruopes. Before we proceed with the next speaker, I would like 
to make a statement with reference to Reverend Fox. He came re- 
cently to Boulder City from my home city, from Mesa, Ariz.; and 
I have known him ever since, and would like to say that I congratulate 
the people of Boulder City for having him. He is a very fine man, 
and certainly a very hard working man in his profession. 

Reverend Fox. Thank you. 

Mr. Youne. Our next speaker is Mr. Gray Gubler, attorney from 
the firm of Taylor & Gubler of Las Vegas, who represents several 
businessmen favoring deletion of the restrictive-covenant clause. 

Mr. Guster. My name is V. Gray Gubler. I practice law in the 
State of Nevada with my offices in Las Vegas, Nev. I have been, I am 
here at the insistence of 50 businessmen of Boulder City who are among 
the civic-minded people of Boulder City, who represent certainly a 
fair cross-section of the people in Boulder City. I have listed in our 
statement which I have delivered to the chairman, the names of the 
businessmen, and also their businesses. We supply this information 
to the committee for its purposes only, and not for purposes of publi- 
cation. In view of the shortness of time—— 

Mr. Youne. You say this is not for publication. Would you prefer 
that these names be not included in the public record ? 

Mr. Guster. I believe it is all right to include them in the record. 

Mr. Youna. As submitted at this time by you? 

Mr. Guster. Yes. Due to the shortness of time, we will not have 
an opportunity to go over the various matters that have been brought 
up in the report. I have additional copies of the report which I will 
be p leased to supply to the committee if the committee desires them, 
or for members who are not here at present. It seems to me that the 
question with reference to section 10 of the proposed draft of the 
proposed Boulder City bill is based largely on an erroneous contention 
that it is a question of whether or not there will be liquor and 
gambling in Boulder City, or otherwise. Now the people that T 
represent, who are business people, take this position. They are in 
favor of the omission of the restrictive-covenant clause. They feel it 
will seriously affect the economy of Boulder City because it will seri- 
ously affect the ability of Boulder City as an incorporated town to 
support itself, and to support its education system. I would, however, 
like to comment just briefly on the statement made by one of the pre- 
ceding witnesses that if this bill is passed the daughters and wives of 
Boulder C ity men would have to be chaperoned at night. I would 
urge to the committee that that has not been the experience in Nevada. 
Nevada is one place in the country where our wives and our daughters 
are just as safe on the street as they are anyplace in the country, and 
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much more so than in many places that could be mentioned. Boulder 
City was started some 20 years ago for the purpose of supplying hous- 
ing accommodations for the construction of Boulder Dam, and it has 
a very favorable site, located on the rim of the Colorado River and 
looking south and west into the desert. It is a scenic place, and if 
Boulder City is permitted to develop as other communities have been 
permitted to develop, the people that I represent feel that Boulder 
City has an unlimited future development. They are willing and 
desire to do all they can to shoulder the additional responsibilities that 
accompany the incorporation, and do everything to ac hieve the future 
that Boulder City is justly entitled to. As has been pointed out by 
various individuals of those who have testified, there will be a serious 
problem of financing. 

Government, self-government, is not achieved cheaply. It is an 
expensive process, but notwithstanding that fact self-government is 
the vogue in the United States and we have paid, it is true, the price 
of self-government in taxes, but it is the fundamental basis upon which 
our system is founded, and the people that I represent feel that 
Boulder City, that the people of Boulder City are able to decide local 
matters and to decide for themselves their destiny whether personally 
in business, or otherwise. In view of the fact that financing will be 
a serious problem, the matter of restrictive covenants assumes great 
importance, because there can be no question but that if the restrictive 
covenant, which would have the effect to cause defeasance of title if 
there was breach of covenant or to revert to the municipality or the 
Government, the value of the property would be much decreased, that 
the borrowing capacity of the owner would be much decreased. 1 
don’t know the financial statuses, but I rather assume that if they are 
given an opportunity to buy a house they will have to get financing 
from a bank or other agencies, and in order to get financing, I am 
sure that they must have something to present to the loaning agency, 
and if they have title and equity which can be pledged as collateral 
for their loans, the prospect of vetting financing, the prospect of 
buying their home will be much, much increased; by the same token 
it is my opinion that the proceeds of the sale of land in Boulder City 
will be greatly increased without a restrictive-covenant clause. 

In addition, it is the feeling of the people that I am here repre 
senting, that if the restrictive covenants are omitted, that Boulder 
City will continue to ene it will not be confined to its narrow, 
small limits as has been said by the pre ceding witnesses. If the bill 
goes ae without covenant restrictions, it is their opinion that 
Boulder City will extend boundaries, and it will grow as have other 
towns in the vicinity. And I might say that when Boulder City was 
founded during the construction, the town was 8,000 people, which 
declined to 3,000 after the dam itself was completed and even while 
the component parts of the powerhouse were still in construction, and 
since that time induced by the influx of people into southern Nevada 
by World War IT, and more recently by the Korean situation where 
it has been impossible for people to find housing in Las on egas and 
Henderson, they have been forced to come to Boulder City. And 
while Boulder City from 1941 to the present time increased from ap- 
proximately 8,000 ‘people to Iam told about 4,000 people, in that same 
period of time Las Vegas, our neighboring community, increased from 
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8,500 people to a figure which no one can adequately estimate, but 
certainly is in excess of 30,000, and more probably 35,000 people, 
and Henderson, which was nonexistent in 1941 has grown into a town 
considerably larger than Boulder City. 

It is our feeling that with free enterprise and opportunity to own 
property, and to conduct business on a private basis, that Boulder 
City will enjoy a similar rapid growth, and while there are difficulties 
which will be presented by financing of the Government, and also by 
education, I would like to say that those difficulties have been general 
throughout the country in recent years, particularly since the war 
and that the business people whom I represent feel that Boulder City 
is no different than any of these other thousands of communities. 
They feel that Boulder City will be able to finance its schools, that 
it will be able to govern itself, and pay for the governing of itself 
just as other communities, not overlooking the fact that it is largely 
populated by Government workers. There are those who would 
wonder whether or not by payment in lieu of taxes or by payment for 
the support of education to augment revenue derived from other 
sources, and to make it available for those purposes, will be sufficient. 
There is one thing that might be interesting to the committee which 
might be pointed out. The present tax rate apportioned to Boulder 
City is $3.82 or $3.82 per hundred. The maximum provided by law 
in the State of Nevada is $5 per one hundred valuation. The present 
tax structure in Las Vegas, and I believe in Reno, the 2 largest cities in 
the State, call for a $5 tax rate. It is my feeling that if Boulder 
City is incorporated, it will be necessary to increase the taxes from 
$3.82 to $5. That would be a raise of $1.18, which is not being used 
at the present time, which could be used for the purposes which would 
be essential, and which would be financed locally. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would that bring the maximum up to $6.18 a hun- 
dred ? 

Mr. Guster. No, sir, the maximum tax is $5 a hundred, the present 
tax is $3.82. 

Mr. Hosmer. I don’t understand the relationship of this $1.18 
maximum. 

Mr. Guster. I stated that perhaps, Mr. Hosmer, if Boulder City 
were incorporated and the town governed locally, that it would be 
possible that the taxes could be raised from the present rate of $3.82 
a hundred to $5, which would be an increase of $1.18 a hundred. 

Mr. Hosmer. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you feel that without gaming and liquor, do you 
think that it would still be feasible ? 

Mr. Gupier. Well, the people that I represent feel very strongly 
as indicated by both Mr. Nelson and Reverend Fox that it is a matter 
which should be left for decision by the local people. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, of course, if the Federal Government deeds this 
land without a restrictive covenant, then there is no decision, the de- 
cision is made by the laws of the State of Nevada. 

Mr. Guster. Well, if we considered that we would then be a part 
of the State of Nevada, much more so, but the question was asked 
whether or not the people of Boulder City have a right to vote. They 
have a right to vote for the county commissioner, but as pointed out, 
the county commissioners have no authority in Boulder City, and I 
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believe that in using the term “local people” Boulder City is a part 
of the State of Nevada, and it would be a matter to be determined by 
the State of Nevada. Ifthe State were to adopt a local-option legisla- 
tion it could be left strictly up to the people of Boulder City. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well of course, we are in this situation: we are return- 
ing this community to the State of Nevada. Do you see anything 
wrong if the restrictive covenant would provide that it would be in 
existence only so long as the people of the community of Boulder City 
desired it to be in existence? In other words, if they had an election 
and the question was, whether or not it, the restrictive covenant, was 
on all property within the corporate limits as to liquor and gaming, 
and if it were decided to be removed, then the restrictive covenant 
would become null and void. Would that be all right? 

Mr. Guster. If it were conveyed in that fashion, I think that no one 
could seriously object, and it would be a matter of local decision. 

Mr. Yorty. Are you sure you have thought that answer out care 
fully, Mr. Gubler¢ Are you suggesting that you do not object to this 

restrictive coven: int prov iding the people of the community have the 
right to remove it by secret ballot? Now what you are saying in 
effect is that you believe the local people can supersede their own 
State law in an area in the United States where the Federal Govern- 
ment is legislating. Now I am looking at this from a moral question. 
I agree with Representative Hosmer that these revenues are a little 
bit sorry. You have a lot of costs that are unfortunate, and I agree 
with you that Las Vegas is extremely well planned ~ a city and the 
management, I think is extremely well handled in Las Vegas, but 
here is a fundamental question in our legal revere of whether the 
Federal Government should use a device like this, a restrictive cov- 
enant, to supersede a State law in a city that is going to become a city 
in the State. I think there is a constitutional issue involved there, 
1 would like to stay away from the moral issue. 

Mr. Guster. It is frankly my opinion, as set forth in the statement 
which has been furnished, that that right of choice is the fundamental 
thing that is provided by our system of government, and I feel that 
that certainly should extend to Boulder City, and under the present 
system Boulder City has been more or less an alien in the State of 
Nevada. I think those barriers should be removed and that it should 
become in every sense of the word a part of the State. 

Mr. Yorry. And governed by State law. 

Mr. Guster. State law. 

Mr. Yorry. And then your people oppose the long hand of the 
Federal Government reaching dete down into Boulder City and the 
State of Nevada, and saying that your State laws shall be superseded 
in this particular community for what would have to be considered 
Federal reasons. 

Mr. Guster. Yes, sir; that is our opinion. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, my colleague knows full well if I own a 
piece of property I can supersede the laws of the State of Nevada any 
time I can deed that piece of property with any restrictions which are 
normal restrictions, and under which any person wouldn’t buy it, and 
you are putting the Federal Government here into the same position 
as any property owner in providing the restrictive covenant. 

Mr. Yorry. I realize that in a private sale or deed, but I am talking 
here about the Federal Government, which is supposedly turning this 
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community back to the local law yet using a device to supersede it. 
Under our legal system, there is a question in my mind about it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it your contention that by use of a zoning law, that 
the city of Boulder could essentially just fail to zone for gaming or the 

sale of liquor, and thereby keep those practices out of ‘the city ¢ 

Mr. Guster. Well, in all of our Nevada cities, that certain system 
has been set up. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it. be possible if the city did not desire to have 
it, to zone such matters so as nobody could get a permit to buy or sell 
liquor, or to zone it so no one could get a permit to use the property for 
such purposes / 

Mr. Guster. I frankly offhand cannot answer that question. 

Mr. Yorry. Of course, I think that is a very tough question to pro- 
pose to a lawyer, these questions of zone changes are in the courts all 
thetime. I would think that offhand to use the zoning law that would 
rule out business entirely would probably be carrying it too far. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, then in your opinion the only possible way that 
local people could have an opportunity to make a decision on this 
matter would be placing a restriction then in such manner it could 
be removed by the results of a local election to be held some time in 
the future. 

Mr. Gusier. Well, if the local people are interpreted to mean the 
people of Boulder City, yes. 

Mr. Youna. Are there any other questions? If not, we will have 
vour statement incorporated in the record. 

(The following was submitted for the record :) 

Bou.per City, Nrv., September 21, 1953. 


10 Ho 1. lL. Miller, Chairman, and Member of ti Conv tice on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives of tl United States. 





GENTLEMEN : The undersigned has been requested by 50 businessmen of Boulder 
Citv, Ne to appear before the special subcommittee of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of ry tay eer be the United States 
for the urpose of urging their support of the April 27, 1953, draft of the 
proposed Boulder City bill of 1953. The businessmen for whom we speak repre- 


nt a fair cross section of the civic-minded people of Boulder City, and own a 
najority of the business establ shments in Boulder City. 





The names and businesses of the people we represent, which are given for 
the information of the committee only and not for publication are as follows: 
1. W.L. Nikell : Nick’s Fix-It-Shop and Bob’s Cafe Building. 
2. Richard Heher: Heher Dry Goods and Ready to Wear 
3. Hlerbert N. Knauss: Lessee and operator of Recreation Tavern. 
1, William E. Byles: soe ure store 
>. Robert N. Broadbent : Boulder City Drug Co. 


6. Gerald Wyness: Re al estate 

7. Thomas F. Donnelly : The Club. 

8. Mrs. Jane Downing: House of Downing Ready to Wear. 

9. Lew W. Sullivan: Lake Auto Court 

10. Claude Moore: Moore’s Auto Court. 

11. Clark H. Alverson: Auto parts and accessories. 

12. Charles Peterson : Peterson's Service Station and Garage. 
13. Bruce N Bulloc h: Bruce's Mobil Service. 

14. Leonard A. Atkinson: Nava-Hopi Trading Post. 

15. Don F. Belding: Boulder Laundry and Cleaners. 

16. O. L. Raney: Boulder Laundry and Cleaners. 

17. Joe C. Manix: Manix Department Store. 

18. Ertis North: Boulder City Airport. 

19. Claude L. Nichols: Owner, Recreation Tavern Building. 
20. Mrs. William J. O’Hara: Leases and rentals. 

21. Clarence L. Watson: Watson Enterprises. 





BOULDER CITY, NEV. 45 


22. James J. Vance: Boulder City Auto Court. 

22. Stan Gaffin: Boulder City Auto Court. 

25. Oscar Van Der Lindon: Texaco Service Station and Garage. 
24. R. W. Georgeson : The Men’s Store. 

25. Eddy Beisel: Vale Motel, Mojave Motel. 

26. Bob Ferguson: Bob’s Cafe and Restaurant. 

27. Richard A. Clayton: Boulder Boat Works. 

28. Benjamin M. Edge: Used-car lot and dealer. 

29. R. E. Farnsworth : Dodge-Plymouth dealer and garage. 
30. A. H. McCollum: Mack’s Garage and Tourist Court. 
31. Charles E. Hyde: Desert Trails Store. 

32. L. S. Startin: Nevada Jewelers. 

33. Earl J. Brothers: Earl Brothers Enterprises. 

34. George H. Haynes: Building Contractor and Uptown Hardware. 
3). Al Miller: Garage and body works. 

36. Chester A. Savage: Real-estate broker and loans. 

7. Carl Belding: Dam Gift Shop. 

38. F.S. Stay: Machine shop and welding. 

39. Fred Newby: Boulder Dam Motel. 

40, John Kisling: Shell Service Station. 

41. Myles Keating: Boulder City Cafe. 

42. Dr. J. C. Roberts: Doctor of medicine. 

13. W. C. Roper: Roper’s Radio, 

44. Everett Cunningham: Nevada Drug. 

15. Jane Cooke: Maryemma’s Ladies Shop. 

46. Donald Glass: Don’s Hamburger Shop. 

47. F.S. Webb: Boulder City Builders Supply. 

iS. Elmer Hamm: Hamm’s Grocery. 

19. Andrew Shay: Joshua Tree Curios. 

Bill Engel: Thrifty Market and Grocery. 


Cr 


It seems necessary or at least that it might be helpful to consider some- 
thing of the history of the problem and of Boulder City in order to properly 


evaluate the material and relevant considerations involved. It is proposed 
to discuss the matter as briefly as possible under the following headings: 
(a) “The History of Boulder City’: (0) “Political and Economic Status of 


Boulder City’: (c) “Freedom and Private Property’; (d@) “Prospective Eco- 
nomic Incidence of the Two Types of Ownership”; (¢) “Conclusion.” 


A. THE HISTORY OF BOULDER CITY 


It was originally decided to construct Boulder Dam in Boulder Canyon, 
located approximately 20 miles upriver from the present dam site. It was 
later determined, as we understand it, because of complete isolation of the 
Boulder Canyon area, which would have required roads and other means of 
communication over virtually impassable mountain barriers and also because 
of a fault or faults, which we understand existed in the structure of the 
walls of Boulder Canyon, to move to Black Canyon, where the dam was 
later constru¢ted. While Black Canyon was still greatly more accessible than 
the original proposed site, it was nevertheless located thirty miles from Las 
Vegas, Nev., the nearest town, and also was in extremely difficult terrain. 
There were two principal problems at the outset; (1) Transportation and 
communication, and (2) housing. Both problems were efficiently and satis 
factorily resolved by the Government. The solution of the housing problem 
was the construction of Boulder City, located on the crest of the divide 
between the basin of the Colorado River and the Nevada Desert, extending 
westerly and southerly therefrom. The choice of townsite demonstrated the 
farsightedness of the Government and of Department of Interior officials. 
Boulder City, as thereafter established, had a 2,500-foot elevation, 1,800 feet 
or thereabouts above the river, and was many degrees cooler than the terrific 
heat encountered by workmen and other personnel at the construction site 
During the construction period the population of Boulder City was approx 
imately 8,000, including a great number of men, who lived in barracks pro 
vided by the contractors, After completion of the dam itself and while various 
of the powerhouse components were still in the process of installation, the pop- 
ulation dropped to approximately 3,000. A new phase of development accom- 
panied World War II and has continued up to the present date, largely, we believe, 
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because of the Korean war and resultant atomic and other activities. The period 
since the United States entered World War II as a combatant nation has been 
characterized by an influx of people, who have been unable to secure housing 
accommodations in Henderson, Las Vegas, and surrounding areas to Boulder 
City. If it had not been for this overflow, the population in Boulder City, which 
is now approximately 4,000, would undoubtedly have followed an upward trend. 
However, the lack of accommodations elsewhere has been the principal factor 
causing the increase. In reaching this conclusion, we have not overlooked the 
natural advantages of Boulder City’s location, which are an incentive. 


B. POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC STATUS OF BOULDER CITY 


After construction of the dam was completed, business in Boulder City suffered 
an immediate, though expected, decline and continued on a marginal basis until 
the entrance of the United States into World War II, since which time business 
has been mediocre, while; business in Las Vegas and surrounding areas has 
multiplied by leaps and bounds to the complete amazement of residents and non- 
residents alike. Some of the reasons for this phenomenon will be pointed out 
under the next succeeding subtitle. 

In this connection, we are advised that business in Boulder City has been 
very bad, especially during the last year. At present 5 or 6 business buildings 
are vacant. 

3oulder City is a Federal! municipality, policed by Government rangers, sup- 
plied with water by a Government utility, and with power and light in the 
same or similar manner. Land in Boulder City is owned exclusively by the 
Government with leases running to various occupants, who have purchased 
or constructed their own buildings, which though affixed to the land, have 
the anomalous status of personal property. 

The city has very good schools, which, however, over a period of years have 
operated under a continuous threat or at least a real possibility that the Govern- 
ment might withdraw its support with consequent disastrous effect. 

The Boulder City Hospital has enjoyed a much more tenuous and uncertain 
existence. It is, aceording to our information, financed completely at Govern- 
ment expense, and during the year 1952, showed an operating deficit of $80,160.3- 
We understand that the city manager’s office of Boulder City has now been 
advised that Government operation of the hospital will continue only until 
December 31, 1953, and that unless it is taken over by some religious or philan- 
thropic organization by that time, it must be assumed that the hospital will 
be closed. While another extension may be granted provided the project has 
necessary funds, the matter is left entirely to speculation. This situation is 
calculated to cause a great deal of concern among residents of Boulder City 
and is particularly hazardous in view of the fact that other hospitals throughout 
Clark County are continually filled to capacity. 

Until 1948 the Colorado River Dam fund, created by the organic act which 
provided for the building of Hoover Dam and entitled, “The Boulder Dam Project 
Act,” absorbed any deficiencies between outgo and income of the Boulder City 
municipal operations. Boulder City as an operation was charged off as a non- 
utility expense of the Boulder Canyon project. This meant that the ultimate 
consumer, who bought the electric power generated at the dam, was actually 
paying for the excess of cost over revenue in Boulder City. However, Public 
Law 841, passed by Congress in 1948, brought this financing to a close. It 
provided: “In proportion that such investments or expenditures were or shall 
be for the use of such other Federal activities and not related to the construc- 
tion, operation, and maintenance of the project they shall be deemed nonproject 
investments and expenditures. The obligation * * * to repay to the United 
States Treasury advances and readvances to the Colorado River Dam fund * * * 
shall be diminished in the amount that nonproject investments or expenditures 
are or have been made from said fund and the (power) rates computed * * * 
shall reflect such diminution.” Thus the rate payer no longer pays the costs 
of the nonproject activities of Boulder City, and the formula for the distribution 
of Boulder City costs is now based on the ratio of employment categorized as 
to type, i. e., nonproject and project employees. On this basis the Colorado 
River Dam fund for the operating year 1952 paid 50.7 percent of the operating 
deficit, $85,079.45, and the Government paid the 49.3-percent balance of the 
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deficit allocated to nonproject employees, $82,730.08. 





BOULDER CITY, NEV. 47 


The total operating deficit for the year 1952 was $175,852.27, with an esti- 
mated operating deficit of $143,500 for 1953 and $142,000 for 1954, during which 
years it is estimated that there will be a change in allocation of the nonproject 
deficits to be paid by the Government, 47.8 percent or $72,512 in 1953, and 51 
percent or $76,500 for 1954. 

We express the unanimous opinion of the businessmen whom we represent 
in urging that the Government take the necessary action to place Boulder 
City on a self-sustaining basis. The obvious solution is the passage of the bill 
heretofore drafted with such changes as may be desired to effect clarification, 
permitting the transfer of property in Boulder City to private ownership. In 
addition to the matters pointed out above, the status of residents and property 
owners in Boulder City is uncertain and unsatisfactory. Those who are entitled 
to vote may register as voters in Clark County, Nev., and vote for officers— 
county, State, and Federal. They help elect a board of county commissioners, 
which has little or no authority in Boulder City, for State legislators who have 
a similar lack of authority, and for a county assessor who until a year ago 
placed the property exclusive of leasehold interest on the tax rolls of Clark 
County, Nev., and who during the year 1952 included an evaluation of leasehold 
estates derived from the United States. Taxes from Boulder City for the year 
1952 aggregating the sum of $133,257.45, have been paid to the Treasurer of 
Clark County, Nev., for the operation of hospitals, none of which are located 
in Boulder City, for the construction and maintenance of roads, none of which 
have been constructed or maintained in Boulder City, and for multiple other 
purposes from which Boulder City and its residents derive at best indirect 
benefit. 

soulder City is physically situated in, but has little part in the conduct of 
governmental affairs in Clark County and is likewise what might well be 
termed “an orphan child” of the State of Nevada, in which it is physically 
located but in the administration of which its residents have minimum voice 
and from which it residents receive minimum protection and minimum benefits. 

An iron curtain just as real as if it were in reality affixed to the soil sur- 
rounding Boulder City is present. Soulder City is “part but not parcel” of 
Clark County and suffers like anomalous status as regards the State of Nevada. 

Adoption of the proposed legislation would in our opinion entirely change this 
situation and would breathe new life into business and other activity in Boulder 
City which, we are convinced, will in such event grow and prosper beyond the 
fondest expectations of anyone here present. 


C. FREEDOM AND PRIVATE PROPERTY 


The people whom we represent feel that the provisions of section 10 of the 
proposed draft of the Boulder City Act of 1953, dated April 27, 1953, are prob- 
ably necessary during the continuation of Federal ownership and until the 
transition to private ownership has been made. They are, however, unanimous 
in their opposition to any proposed restriction that would or might extend 
beyond the time when direct control of the Government is divested by incor- 
poration, “or at such time as the United States may otherwise cease its operation 
and supervision of Boulder City.” While it is believed that this section is 
probably unambiguous, it could be made so beyond question if the following 
wording were added at the end of section 10, “Whichever such event shall first 
occur.” Favorable consideration of this suggestion is urged for whatever impor- 
tance may be given it by the committee and by Congress. 

The inclusion of deed restrictions of any kind may cause controversy and delay 
in Congress. In view of this fact and of the fact that it is desired that the pro- 
posed legislation be enacted at the earliest feasible time, we suggest that the 
committe consider the advantages which may accrue from eliminating section 10. 

The proposal by certain persons in Boulder City that the restrictions and 
reservations set forth in section 10 of the draft of the Boulder City Act of 1953 
be extended permanently or that similar restrictions be contained in the deeds, 
if adopted, would resolve property ownership in Boulder City to the form of 
determinable fee or a fee subject to defeasance by the happening of a condition 
or conditions subsequent, The only logical argument that can be seen in support 
of any such proposal is that people who now live in or who may hereafter move 
to Boulder City are different from people in other parts of the United States 
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and lack capacity to carry on their own moral, personal, and business affairs. 
This has been the basic promise or thesis upon which absolute government, 
whether oligarchy, monarchy, or dictatorship, absolutism in its worst and most 
objectionable form, has been founded, It is the theory of benign sovereignity 
with a ruler having fanciful attributes of omnipotence, omnipresence and omnis- 
cience, With the right of life and death over his subjects and able to decide what 
is best for his subjects in all things—and which would deny to the citizens or 
subject either the power or right to determine various and sundry matters per- 
taining to his life and substance 

However, democracy, of which the United States is the purest and most perfect 
example, is founded on an entirely different philosophy, as expressed in the 
Declaration of Independence, ‘“‘that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these are 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,” and as epitomized in the Constitution 
of the United States, granting among other rights the right safeguarded by the 
l4th amendment to hold property and to be free from the deprivation thereof 
without due process of law. Under our system of government ali citizens and 
other residents of the United States are guaranted the right of free choice to 
conduct their businesses as they see fit, whether to sucess or failure, to be good 
or bad or otherwise, as they desire, subject to the requirements of duly enacted 
laws of city, county, State or Nation, with the imposition of reasonable penalties 
if the rights of others are unjustly infringed upon. 

The United States was founded in large part by minority groups, seeking free- 
dom whether from political or religious persecution or from debtors’ prisons. 
They came to the New World and the United States of America was in due course 
established. One of the most cherished privileges of citizenship in the United 
States is the right of property, safeguarded as indicated above by the 14th amend- 
ment. The highest and most cherished form of ownership is in fee simple, “to 
us and our heirs forever.” Inherent in such ownership is the right to use our 
property for legal and lawful enterprises of our own choice because our con 
sciences and business judgment dictate such a course and not because we are 
coerced by threat of reversion of defeasance of property. Property Owners in 
Bouider City deserve the right and are entitled to the protection of ownership 


in fee simple, equally with the residents of other cities and localities. 





‘hose who propose a rider to the proposed draft of the Boulder City bill of 








which would require inclusion of a permanent defeasance clause or per- 

ane! conditio subsequent, have disregarded or unduly minimized the 
principles of democracy above referred to and endeavor to inake the issue a moral 
one hampioning their cause under the false identity of morality versus im 
orality, of sobriety versus debauchery Actually the problem is neither of 


these, but rather is a 20th-century, small-scale reproduction of the age-old 
struggle of freedom against despotism, of truth against bigotry, of personal choice 
against punitive dictation. 

It is our considered opinion that the development and growth of Boulder City 
will be much greater and more substantial if ownership is granted in fee rather 
than conditionally and that the growth of churches and schools will go hand in 
hand with the growth and development of the city itself. Experience has proved 
this in neighboring areas of Clark County. Certainly there is no reason why 
Boulder City should be an exception 

The States ceded to the United States Government certain powers, reserving 
all other powers to themselves or the people. This principle is stated in the ninth 
amendment to the Constitution, as follows: “The enumeration in the Constitu 
tion, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained 





by the people.’ 

Among the powers reserved to the States and to the people was that of adopting 
legislation governing crimes and punishments, the holding, descent and distribu- 
tion of property, and approving or disapproving acts or courses of conduct as 
moral or immoral. If there are any moral issues involved, the issues are local 
and of local consequences and should be left for decision by the local people. 


D. PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC INCIDENCE OF THE TWO TYPES OF OWNERSHIP 


As indicated above, total taxes from Boulder City paid to the treasurer of 


Clark County, Nev., for the year 1952, aggregate $ 5, derived from a total 
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assessed valuation of $3,488,415 at a tax rate of $3.82 per hundred with an unpaid 
balance of approximately $2,000. 

Of the total amount of taxes paid by Boulder City for the vear 1952 the State 
of Nevada received 69 cents of the tax rate, producing the sum of $24,070.06, and 
Clark County, with a tax rate of $1.78, received $62,093.79. Thus the total paid 
to the State and county amounted to $86,163.85, slightly less than 65 percent of 
the total, from which Boulder City derived little, if any, benefit, except the 
privilege of helping elect the Governor and other State and county officials. 

Direct benefits were received by Boulder City as follows: 

(a) The Boulder City High School, with a tax rate of 75 cents, received 
$26,163.11: 

(b) The Boulder City elementary schools, with a tax rate of 25 cents, received 
$8,721.04 ; 

(c) Boulder City kindergarten, with a tax rate of 25 cents, received $8,721.04 
and 

(d) Boulder City library, with a tax rate of 10 cents, received $3,488.41, making 
a total of $47,093.60. 

It is interesting to note that Boulder City received nothing for police protec- 
tion, nothing for governmental expenses, nothing for the maintenance or im- 
provement of streets or sidewalks, and nothing for many of the other multiple 
things normally supported by State and county taxes. 

If property in Boulder City is conveyed without restrictive covenants, these 
results will accrue: 

(a) It is a well-known fact that property with any type of restrictive covenant 
is less valuable than property having a clear title; this is particularly true, 
though percentagewise we are unable to give any tigures, if the restrictions ars 
such that the violation thereof would warrant the reversion of the property to 
the grantor: as a consequence, if the property is conveyed in fee, the sales price 
of each and every parcel will be greatly increased, thus augmenting the proposed 
Boulder City fund for the benefit of Boulder City: 

(b) It is equally well known that it is much more difficult to borrow money 
against property srhject to restrictive covenants, particularly if a violation of 
the restrictions, or any thereof, warrants reversion of the property ; it will there 
fore be possible for Boulder City residents, if permitted to purchase in fee, to 
borrow appreciably more against their property as and when the need may arise 
and the value of their property will be correspondingly greater. 

(¢) Permitting property ownership in fee will encourage enterprise and will 
attract many people to Boulder City for business and other reasons, who other 
wise would conduct their business and live elsewhere ; this will result in increased 
development of Boulder City, resulting in increased business, taxes, and 
opportunity ; 

(d) As a result it is believed that all public institutions including churches 
and schools will be improved and Boulder City will be an ideal place to live 

Whatever is done with reference to the proposed deed restrictions, Boulder 
City will become an integral part of Clark County and the State of Nevada, and 
will receive its just portion of tax revenues. However, the expense of self 
government is high. Consequently, we believe and respectfully urge that in- 
creased revenue resulting from higher property values, accompanying transfers 
of ownership in fee, will be requisite to the proper financing and functioning of 
Boulder City without United States Government subsidy 

We have endeavored to secure estimates of the total value of property in 
Boulder City, depending upon the manner in which the transfers are effected. 

The Clark County assessor's office, bank representatives, and others with whom 
we have discussed the matter, are all agreed that there will be a substantial 
difference. All have likewise agreed that such difference with ownership in fee 
will be reflected in increased taxes and in increased borrowing power. However, 
we have been unable to get specific figures or exact estimates from any source. 

In passing, however, we solicit the attention of the committee to this possi- 
bility. If the property is conveyed subject to permanent restrictions, it is quite 
possible that an employee, who may be dissatisfied with or angry at his employer, 
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could by intentionally violating one or other of the restrictions, place his em- 
ployer in position to lose his entire property by reversion, either to the proposed 
incorporated city or to the United States. Similarly, it is possible that a tenant 
of rental property could place the owner in jeopardy and might even cause loss 
of title. The situation would be confused at the least and could have serious, 
widespread, and inequitable consequences. 

We solicit the committee’s attention to the further fact that it has been the 
practice of the Government to transfer public lands to homesteaders, purchasers, 
and other persons entitled to acquire the same, in fee, rather than subject to 
restrictions or conditions subsequent. We do not know whether this is true in 
all instances, but certainly it is the general practice of the Government and 
should, for the reasons pointed out above, be followed in the instant case. 


E. CONCLUSION 


Since completing the foregoing we have received a letter from the superin- 
tendent of Boulder City schools advising that he feels that the schools cannot 
properly be financed under private ownership and that in his opinion Government 
subsidy cannot be replaced by tax money. We have a great deal of respect for 
the superintendent of schools and join him wholeheartedly in desiring to continue 
the schools on their present high standard. However, tax moneys are adequately 
supporting schools in hundreds and thousands of communities throughout the 
United States—small communities, large communities, and communities the size 
of Boulder City. There is nothing wrong with Boulder City. Surely it can do 
successfully what thousands of other towns and cities have done. 

However, due consideration and weight must be given the opinion of the super- 
intendent of schools. It is strongly persuasive that transfer of property in 
Soulder City should be made in fee in order to provide maximum tax revenue 
for schools, governmental, and other functions. 

3oulder City is on the threshold of a new era. From an attractive Government 
town it can become a busy beautiful city, exemplifying the best in American 
living and American culture. 

The people we represent are confident in the future. They are willing to 
accept their full share of added responsibilities. They have an abiding conviction 
that the future success and growth of Boulder City can and will be accomplished. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Taytor & GUBLER. 
By V. Gray GUBLER. 


Mr. Youne. Our next speaker will be Mr. Harry Lott, executive 
engineer of the California Edison Co. 

Mr. Lorr. My name is Harry Lott. I am the executive engineer of 
the Southern California Edison Co. I have a statement which I will 
read to the committee. [Reading:] 


STATEMENT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Eprson Co. CONCERNING INCORPORATION OF 
Bou per City, NEv. 


The Southern California Edison Co. is 1 of the 2 agents for the United States 
who operate the powerplant of the Boulder Canyon project. The company is 
also one of the allottees of electric energy which is produced at the plant. The 
company owns and operates two 220,000-volt transmission lines on steel towers 
within the boundaries of the proposed municipality of Boulder City which are 
used to transmit electric energy from the Boulder project to the company’s load 
center in southern California; also, the company owns 22 houses and 13 garage 
buildings which are occupied by its employees and their families who reside in 
Boulder City. The company, as operating agent, allottee, and property owner, 
is interested in any legislation which may provide for the incorporation of a 
municipality and for the disposal by the United States of its properties in the 

3oulder City area. 

We understand that your committee is holding this hearing for the purpose 
of considering the desirability of such legislation. This company does not wish 
to take any position either in favor of or in opposition to the incorporation 
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of Boulder City. The area has been administered in the past in a manner which 
has seemed to us satisfactory to all concerned and we have no changes which 
we would wish to suggest. However, in the event it is decided that the United 
States shall make possible the incorporation of Boulder City and the disposal 
of certain of its properties in the area, we wish to request that they be disposed 
of in a manner which will not adversely affect the interests of the company or 
its employees and which will not interfere with the company’s electric operations. 

We understand that there is no bill presently pending in Congress concerning 
this matter, but that a draft of a bill dated April 27, 1953, has been prepared 
which is in the course of being circulated for review and comments by the 
interested departments and agencies of the Federal Government and by various 
other persons and organizations who may be interested in such legislation. Copies 
of this draft were forwarded to us recently by the regional director, region 3, of 
the United States Bureau of Reclamation. We have submitted comments to the 
Bureau of Reclamation concerning this draft and at this time we would like 
to point out very briefly the substance of certain changes which we believe should 
be made in the proposed legislation. 

The draft of April 27 provides for the disposal of certain properties of the 
United States in the Boulder City area, and in the event said area is incor- 
porated as a municipality under the laws of the State of Nevada, that the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to deliver to the municipality certain 
electric energy, which it is stated in the bill was reserved to the United States 
under the Boulder Canyon project regulations promulgated by the Secretary 
of the Interior on May 20, 1941. We wish to emphasize the fact that the United 
States reserved from the Boulder project under said regulations, only “such 
electrical energy as may be desired by it’ up to a maximum of 20,000 kilowatts. 
It is our opinion that the United States has no electrical energy to assign to 
the new municipality from the Boulder project nor does it have the power to 
assign or sell any part of the said 20,000 kilowatts. This, as we understand, 
has always been the construction placed upon the regulations of 1941 by the 
conduct of all of the parties concerned therewith. If during the past many 
years the United States had the power and authority to dispose of the 20,000 
kilowatts or any part thereof not used by it, many of the allottees of Boulder 
energy would have been and are now willing and desirous of purchasing this 
energy. Twenty thousand kilowatts at unity load factor is approximately 175 
million kilowatt-hours per year, while Edison Co.’s basic allocation of 7.0503 
percent of the total firm energy from the Boulder project is now only approxi- 
mately 296 million kilowatt-hours. The regulations provide that the energy 
actually taken by the United States under this reservation shall be deducted 
equally out of the respective allocations of the city of Los Angeles and the 
Edison Co. If one-half of 175 million kilowatt-hours should be deducted from 
Edison Co.’s allocation, it would be almost one-third of the company’s basic 
allocation of Boulder firm energy. When the above-mentioned reservation of 
power was made, it was expected that the United States might have need of 
such 20,000 kilowatts of capacity for short periods of time but it was not antic- 
ipated that it would use the very large amount of energy which would result 
from the continuous use of 20,000 kilowatts at unity-load factor. Even though 
Boulder City might not grow to utilize such 20,000 kilowatts at unity-load 
factor, if such energy can be assigned to the proposed municipality it might 
dispose of the surplus to a party or parties, in the State of Nevada, so that the 
full amount at unity-load factor could be withdrawn. This in effect would reduce 
the allocation of Boulder project energy which was made to the city of Los 
Angeles and to the Edison Co. under the regulations of 1941, and increase the 
allocation of Boulder energy made to the State of Nevada from 17.6259 percent 
to approximately 22 percent of total firm energy. This, in our opinion, would 
be in direct conflict with the regulations of 1941 and the contracts of the allottees 
which are based upon these regulations. 

Another matter which should be given consideration is the rights-of-way 
which are occupied by the transmission lines of the Edison Co. in the Boulder 
City area. The use of these rights-of-way were granted to the company by the 
United States and approved by the Secretary of the Interior under the provisions 
of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. We believe that the rights, duties, and 
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obligations of the company with respect to these vitally important rights-of-way 
should be determined and protected by express language in the proposed legis- 
lation. In the event that buildings, trees, or other encroachments should be 
allowed on these rights-of-way, fires and other accidents could hazard the con- 
tinuity of electric service to many of the more than 3 million people served by 
the Edison Co. We believe that these rights-of-way should be excluded from 
the boundaries of any proposed municipality, or that there should be placed in 
any legislation providing for the disposal of such lands by the United States, 
provisions for the exclusive use of such rights-of-way by the company or that 
the company shall have the right to purchase the fee interests in the lands in 
the same manner as the above-mentioned bill provides that tenants would have 
the right to purchase the lands occupied by them. 

As previously stated, the Edison Co. is also the owner of 22 houses and 13 
garage buildings which are occupied by its employees and their families who 
reside in Boulder City. The lands upon which these buildings are located are 
leased from the United States under a contract which may extend to May 31, 
1987. It is our opinion that the 2-year limitation which is contained in the 
above-mentioned bill within which the lessees may purchase the lands leased by 
them should be eliminated. It is not now possible to determine whether it will 
or will not be desirable for the company to purchase the lands now leased by 
them and it is our belief that the lessees should be permitted to purchase the 
leased property at any time during the term of their leases or at the expiration 
thereof, and at not more than the then appraised value of the lands, exclusive 
of the improvements placed thereon by the lessees. 

In summary, it is the belief of Southern California Edison Co. that the follow- 
ing matters should be given appropriate consideration in any legislation which 
may authorize the incorporation of Boulder City as a municipality and provide 
for the disposal of the properties of the United States therein: 

1. The United States has no Hoover energy which it may assign to the new 
municipality. 

2. The proposed legislation should in no way depreciate the rights-of-way 
which the company has for transmission lines through the area. 

3. The 2-year limitation on the purchase of leased lands should be eliminated. 

(Discussion between speaker, Lott, and committee. ) 

Mr. Ruoprs. May I ask there whether the act itself has set out the 
provisions of the electrical energy from Hoover Dam? 

Mr. Lorr. That isin the regulations. It isin the regulation act that 
the United States could take only such electrical energy as may be 
desired up to a maximum of 20,000. 

Mr. Larxrn. May I interrupt a moment. The regulations which 
Mr. Lott is talking about are part and parcel of every one of the con- 
tracts for Boulder energy, so we feel that the 20,000 agreement with 
the city comes out. Their power is part of the contract, and it is not 
within the decision of the Secretary to change it by changing the 
regulations. 

Mr. Youne. Are those long-term leases ? 

Mr. Larkin. Until 1987. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is there any provision whereby the Government can 
use up those kilowatts ? 

Mr. Lorr. The Government can use it for its purposes but it cannot 
sell that power, and it may use it only within certain areas for certain 
purposes which are enumerated as far as the United States is con- 
cerned. But this idea of turning it over to a municipality and then 
a municipality reselling would give Nevada far more than its 18 per- 
cent of energy. 

Mr. Yortry. You don’t feel that the Government could sell this to 
a municipality, however. The Government could give it to the present 
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Boulder City users because Boulder City is on Federal land and it is 
being used presumably for Federal use. 

Mr. Lorr. As long as it is part of the project the United States can 
use it, and for the various purposes, and we have to take and deduct 
from our allotment that amount of energy, but this idea of turning 
it over to the Government, and the Government turning it over to the 
city, and the city reselling it to the people, that is not permitted under 
the existing contract. 

Mr. Yorry. Well, if the chairman will permit, there isn’t anything 
in this bill that says that the city of Boulder City is entitled to whole- 
sale electricity. What you are afraid of, it does leave a loophole by 
which they might. 

Mr. Lorr. Initially at the time the regulations were written, 
Boulder City was a town which was occupied by Government build- 
ings, by the employees, 87 operating agents, and by all of the neces- 

sary municipal services to supply the operating agents, employees, 
and the employees of the United States, who were employed in 
administering the project. If Boulder City becomes a Nevada 
municipality, and as some people hope, increases in size, then the 
quantity of electricity which is used by people who are not asso- 
ciated with the Hoover Dam project, we believe is outside the scope 
of the reservation made by the United States when it was made in 
1941. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, it is your theory that if it becomes an 
incorporated municipality that there is no power available to it under 
that reservation. 

Mr. Lorr. Under that reservation, yes. 

Mr. Youne. Are there any other questions from members of the 
committee? Do you have anything else you want to add? 

Mr. Lorr. That, I think, covers the subject. 

Mr. Yorry. Well, then, would this city get its power under the 
Nevada reservation, under the Nevada allotment that already exists? 

Mr. Lorr. That is our interpretation of it. The State of Nevada 
has a reservation of 17 percent and out of the total—— 

Mr. Yorry. Well, is Nevada taking all of her power now ?/ 

Mr, Lorr. She is now, and the Southern Nevada Edison Co. is 
using all of its power and the city of Los Angeles is using all its 
power, and the city of Los Angeles, and the Southern Nevada Edison 
(Co. are supplementing the energy by a steam generating station in 
southern California. 

Mr. Yorry. Do you have any solution for supplying power to 
Boulder City if it is incorpor: ated ? 

Mr. Lorr. I don’t think it would be my prerogative to tell the people 
of Nevada how to make up their supply. I can only say that as 
far as the Southern California Edison 1s Lnditeralh we have supple- 
mented our power supply by adding steam stations in our area. 

Mr. Yorry. Well, if there was some reasonable limit put on the 
amount that could be taken out of this 20,000 kilowatts, and possibly 
made available to Boulder City, do you think everybody could get 
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together on an amount so it wouldn’t grow outside of that amount, and 
still not shut them off entirely ¢ 

Mr. Lorr. Well, that is a question that is a little hard to say yes or 
no to. A city like this requires power supplied to it, but on the other 
hand, the Southern California Edison Co. is a. ‘ompany which operates 
in southern California and the power supply which we have at Boulder 
Dam is one of the assets of the company, and I am not authorized, 
and I don’t think anyone is in our company, authorized to give away 
an asset which is dedicated to the people of southern California. 

Mr. Yorry. How much power is Boulder City using now, do you 
know ? 

Mr. Lorr. At the present time, I think about 40 million kilowatt- 
hours a year. 

Mr. Hosmer. There are a couple of small generators down there in 
thedam. I wonder if they have sufficient capacity to take care of this 
city. 

Mr. Lorr. It is not the question of the capacity of a generator. The 
question that we have here is the quantity of water out of Hoover Dam 
which can be allocated to generate kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Younes. Mr. Lott, I would like to make this suggestion to you, 
and to the other witnesses, if you will provide in writing the amend- 
ments of the proposed changes which you would like to see in the 
draft, it would be very helpful to us. 

Mr. Lorr. If I understand your suggestion, you suggest that we 
take the draft of the legislation and vou want our suggested wording 
for that particular paragraph in which we are interested. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Youna. That is correct. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Lott, we have three more witnesses. 
Now, Mr. Mathews, J. H. Mathews, deputy city attorney of the city 
of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Maruews. T have with me here, Mr. Ivan Bateman, who is the 
chief electrical engineer and the assistant manager of the department 
of water and power for the city of Los Angeles, and he will give the 
statement for the department of water and power. 

Mr. Bateman. Under the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, 
the Department of Water and Power of the City of Los Angeles is 
designated the agent of the United States for the operation, mainte- 
nance, and the making of replacements at Hoover Dam powerplant 
of 11 generating units of 82,500 kilovolt-amperes each, one 62,600- 
kilovolt-ampere generating unit, and the two station service units, 
Two of the 82,500-kilovolt-ampere generating units are operated to 
supply the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and 
2 to supply the State of Arizona. One of the 82,500-kilovolt-ampere 
units and one 62,500-kilovolt-ampere unit are operated for the State 
of Nevada and 6 82,500-kilovolt-ampere units are operated princi- 
pally to supply the requirements of the department of water and 
power, although a total of 85,000 kilowatts from these 6 units is 
utilized to generate energy for the municipalities of Pasadena. Glen- 
dale, and Burbank, the State of Nevada, the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, and 2 resale consumers of energy allotted to the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 
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In connection with its duties as operating agent as outlined above, 
the department also operates, maintains, and makes the necessary re- 
placements to the transformation and switching equipment necessary 
to deliver the Hoover energy allocations to the high-voltage trans- 
mission systems of each of the previously named users of energy. 

This department has built at its own expense three 287-kilovolt 
power transmission circuits which it owns and operates to transmit 
from the Hoover powerplant to the place of use all of the Hoover 
energy to which the department and the California municipalities 
of Pasadena, Glendale, and Burbank are entitled. These lines are 
located on the public dom: - under permits from the United States 
pursuant to the Boulder Canyon Project Act. These lines do not 
pass through the present limite of Boulder City. 

In order to fulfill its responsibilities as operating agent, the depart- 
ment at present is maintaining a force of 125 employes, for the most 
part highly skilled for their jobs in connection with the operation 
and maintenance of facilities in this very large hydroelectric gen- 
erating plant. All of them reside in Boulder City and a comparable 
ferce will continue to live there after incorporation. Of these em- 
ployees 94 percent are married. From time to time additional groups 
of employees are dispatched to Boulder City to perform routine over- 
haul and emergency maintenance of the facilities operated by the 
department. Living accommodations are provided for the employees 
in homes owned by the department on parcels of land leased from the 
Federal Government. The department has built and maintains an 
administration buildine with offices. communication facilities, and an 
assembly hall, as well as other necessary official quarters, all in keep- 
ing with its broad activities in connection with the Hoover project 
The department’s investment in buildings, both office and residence, 
and equipment therefor, approximates $1 million. In the event of 
incorporation and when permitted to do so, the department may ac- 
quire the fee title to the parcels of real property upon which are 
located these residences and official buildings. 

In the light of the above, it is readily apparent that any proposed 
incorporation of Boulder City is of vital concern to this Department. 
It will be a very substantial taxpayer in the new city. 

Our attention has been directed to a draft of bill designated “The 
Boulder City Act of 1953,” stating as its purposes to provide for the 
disposal of certain Federal property in Boulder City area, to provide 
assistance in the establishment of a municipality incorporated under 
the laws of Nevada, and for other purposes. No other plan of incor- 
poration has been disclosed to us, and this statement of this Depart- 
ment relative to the proposed incorporation of Boulder City is directed 
to the aforementioned proposed bill. 

Agitation for the incorporation of Boulder City has been going 
on for some time. During a recent survey related to this matter, the 
management of this department expressed itself as satisfied with the 

resent Federal administration of that community. It was felt that 
oulder City as administered provided a more satisfactory environ- 
ment for the large number of Department employees who resided 
there. The Department, although it does not recede from its expressed 
attitude in this regard, has maintained an attitude of full cooperation 
in matters relating to the proposal to effect incorporation. The De- 
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partment is of the opinion that in the final analysis the question of 
whether or not there should be incorporation is for the residents of the 
community to determine. However, it is our opinion that if incorpora- 
tion is finally brought about it must be accommodated to the purposes 
and effective operation of the Hoover Dam project to the extent that 
the project is dependent upon the community. 

Assuming that the aforementioned draft of Boulder City Act of 
1953 presents the general plan to be followed by the United States 
in aid of accomplishing the incorporation of th: ut community, if this 
Department is to continue to fulfill in an effective manner its obliga- 
tions as a generating agent for the United States at Hoover Dam 
powerplant, it is felt that there are items in the bill that will require 
further consideration, modification, and clarification. They are as 
follows: 

(1) The area of approximately 35 square miles encompassed within 
the boundaries described in section 2 (b) of the proposed bill as the 
Boulder City municipal area as compared to the slightly over 2 square 
miles of the present city is unnecessarily extensive and beyond the 
foreseeable needs of the community. To start the community off with 
such an expanded area will be conducive to disorganized and widely 
scattered development with inordinately large costs for municipal 
services, such as water, sewerage, streets, garbage collection, police, 
fire protection, and so forth. 

(2) The description, for the purposes of incorporation, of any pro- 
posed Boulder City municipal area should exclude any and all lands 
now a part of the public domain upon which are located the main 
power transmission lines carrying energy from the Hoover power- 
plant. Experience has proven that problems often develop between 
a community and a utility maintaining high-tension powerlines pass- 
ing through the incorporated area. One of the most common prob- 
lems in this respect is that of keeping buildings and community activi- 
ties out from under the lines. Such problems should be avoided by 
leaving the lines and supporting towers on the public domain outside 
of the incorporated limits of the community. 

(3) Under Federal supervision certain restrictions have been en- 
forced in the present community of Boulder City relative to the sale 
of liquor, gambling, prostitution, and so forth. In section 10 of the 
draft of bill it is proposed that such restrictions shall expire at the 
date of incorporation or at such time as the United States ceases its 
operations and supervision of Boulder City. It is our opinion that 
the burden of such conditions, by provisions in the deeds, should be 
made permanently attached to each parcel of property disposed of by 
the United States to the end that the incorporated city will continue 
to provide for the large number of employees engaged in connection 
with the Hoover project satisfactory environment within which to 
live and raise their families. This will all be conducive to a more effec- 
tive carrying out of the proposal of this very large Federal project. 

(4) Section 3 (e) of the proposed draft with “regard to existing 
leases in Boulder City granted by the United States of improved land, 
the improvements to which are privately owned, provides, amongst 
other things, that the Secretary is— 
authorized to [italic ours] amend such leases from the United States to provide 


that in the event that the leased property should be transferred to the munici- 
pality pursuant to this subsecion, the holder of any such amended lease shall for 
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a period of 2 years after the date of incorporation of the municipality be entitled 
to exercise an option to purchase the leased property. * * * 

We believe that the wording within the quotation should be changed 
to read as follows: 

authorized to, and upon request from the lessee, he shall, amend such leases 
from the United States to provide that in the event the leased property shall be 
transferred to the municipality pursuant to this section, the holder of any such 
amended lease shall, for a period up to and including May 31, 1987, be entitled 
to exercise an option to purchase the leased property. 

The effect of this change will assure the Department the oppor- 
tunity to acquire, up to 1987, the leased property in the event of incor- 
por ation. There appears to be no good reason ‘why the lessees should 
be compelled to make a decision in this regard within a 2-year period. 
It may very well be that the Department will require a longer period 
than 2 years within which to make its decision as to whether its status 
with respect to the area occupied by it in Boulder City shall be that 
of holder of the fee title rather than that of a lessee. May 31, 1987, 
is the termination date of the Department’s energy contract and the 
agency contract under which it operates for the United States at the 
Hoover powerplant. 

(5) By article 3 of the regulations promulgated by the Secretary 
of the Interi ior for the gener: ation and sale of power at Hoover power- 
plant energy in a specified amount is reserved by the United States, 
and in connection therewith it is provided in the regulations that the— 
United States will use [italic ours] such energy only for its own use or for 
resale in construction of or operating Camps maintained by the United States or 
for any purpose in the area, * * * 


This energy is deducted equally out of the energy allocated respec- 
tively to this Department and Southern California Edison Co. The 
draft of proposed bill of incorporation provided in effect that the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to deliver substantially all of 
this energy to the proposed incorporated municipality for its own use 
or for resale within the Boulder City municipal area. It is not clear 
to us how in the light of the purposes to which the energy was origi- 
nally designated and in the hight of the fact that the energy is m: ide 
available by this Department and Southern California Edison Co., the 
United States can now legally deliver the energy for use by an inde- 
pendent city incorpor ated under the laws of the State of Nevada. 

Mr. Youna. Thank you, Mr. Bateman. 

(The following letter from the Department of Water and Power, 
City of Los Angeles, subsequently was submitted for the record and 
is set forth below :) 

LEGAL DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, 
Tue City or Los ANGELES, 
Los Angeles, Calif., October 9, 1958. 
Hon. Ciirron Youne, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN: On September 21, a special subcommittee, of which 
you were chairman, of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives, held a hearing in Boulder City, Nev., to consider, 
amongst other things, the proposed Federal legislation in aid of the incorpora- 
tion of Boulder City. During the hearing on this particular subject it developed 
that a portion of the municipal limits proposed for the city to be incorporated 
abutted on the shores of Lake Mead. When this situation developed, the repre- 
sentatives of the city of Los Angeles requested to be heard on that point. As the 
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time of the subcommittee which could be given to the proposed incorporation 
had expired, it was agreed that the views of the city of Los Angeles in this regard 
should be forwarded to you in writing to be considered with the evidence and 
other material introduced at the hearing. 

The apprehension of the city of Los Angeles, as one of the operating agents 
at Hoover Dam powerplant, with regard to any program which has as one of its 
elements the inclusion of littoral lands of Lake Mead within the proposed 
boundaries of Boulder City has been set forth in a letter dated August 20, 1952, 
from Mr. Samuel B. Morris, general manager and chief engineer of the Depart- 
ment of Water and Power of the city of Los Angeles, to former Secretary of the 
Interior, Oscar L. Chapman. We are transmitting herewith a copy of that letter 
and respectfully ask that it be filed in the record of this hearing to be considered 
by the subcommittee in formulating its conclusions relative to the matter of the 
incorporation of Boulder City. 

Respectfully, 
Roger ARNEBERGH, 
City Attorney. 
GILMORE TILLMAN, 
Chief Assistant, City Attorney for Water and Power. 
By Joun H. MATHEWS, 
Deputy City Attorney. 


DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, THE City oF Los ANGELES, 
Los Angeles, Calif., August 20, 1952. 
Hon. Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAPMAN: From various sources we are informed of the movement 
to extend the limits of Boulder City, Nev., in the direction of Lake Mead. We 
understand that an expansion of the city in some direction is necessary in order 
that it may accommodate the growing population. 

Experience and observation cause us to be somewhat concerned as to that part 
of the expansion program which seeks to bring within the incorporated area of 
the city littoral lands of Lake Mead 

Private investment along the shores of a functional lake such as Lake Mead, 
where the investment is induced by the scenic or recreational possibilities of the 
lake, often finds itself adversely affected by the fluctuations in water levels which 
accompany the performance of the functions; this inevitably leads to disturbed 
feelings and even to controversy in one form or another at times when the 
shoreline encroaches during periods of an abundance of water or recedes as the 
lake is utilized to meet commitments of power and water supply. 

We certainly do not wish to intrude upon matters which constitute the business 
of the citizens and administration of Boulder City. However, it does appear in 
order for this Department as one of the operating agents at Hoover Dam power- 
plant and as a public agency which, in connection with its works, is frequently up 
against this same problem, to urge that private investment be not encouraged to 
develop along the shores of Lake Mead for the principal reason that this lake, 
dedicated as it is to specific purposes, should not be depended upon to provide the 
values which are sought in the ordinary nonutilitarian lake. 

Sincerely, 
SAMUEL B. Morris, 
General Manager and Chief Bngineer. 


Mr. Youne. We will hear from Richard Heher, who is the president 
of the Boulder City Chamber of Commerce. 

(Mr. Heher introduced a very large map which was to be later 
completed and submitted to the committee for study.) 

Mr. Youne. Could you indicate on this map, Mr. Heher, what the 
boundaries are as provided in the proposed bill ? 

Mr. Hener. It approximates four sections. The boundary lines 
within the confines, the boundary lines included in the proposed bill 
encompass I understand around 21.8 square miles, and with the addi- 
tion of possibly 4 areas, the addition would be about 5 square miles 

Mr. Yocnc. What are the areas added? 
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Mr. Hener. Sections 22, 23, 26, and 27 

Mr. Hosmer. Does the present draft of the proposed bill roughly 
coincide in its description with the provision indicated on the Hoover 
Dam Government map presented to us, No. 45-301-4082 ¢ 

Mr. Heuer. Yes; that includes this. 

Mr. Hosmer. It includes, and is limited to, the area marked “Bound- 
ary of Supervision.” Is that correct? 

Mr. Heuer. No; as I understand it, the area proposed would be 
greater than the present area of supervision. 

Mr. Hosmer. But that which is in the present draft of the _ I am 
trying to determine whether that is the present boundary of super- 
vision. 

Mr. Younc. Would you indicate what the present Boulder City 
area is? 

Mr. Hener. Right here. 

Mr. Young. And the proposed boundary is outlined, Mr. Heher? 

Mr. Hener. Right here, except for these four sections. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible for you to present and prepare 
a map showing what the present area is, ‘and what the proposed bill 
encompasses, ‘and what in addition the chamber of commerce 
recommends ¢ 

Mr. Heuer. Right. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible to put that on a map so it could 
be sent to the Interior Committee for reference ? 

Mr. Hosmer. This doesn’t go to the shoreline, does it ? 

Mr. Henrr. No; 300 feet back of the high water. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, as I understand it, the high-water line has been 
more or less established by the maximum capacity of the dam, has 
it not ? 

Mr. Heuer. That is right. 

Mr. Younc. What precisely is the reason why you want to include 
this additional area? 

Mr. Hener. Well, the chamber feels that in future expansion the 
location of a new development would be ideal toward the lake, you 
have a view, and where it would be conducive for a de velopment to 
come in and make a worthwhile project and rather than out in the 
more or less arid area downtown— 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Heher, we have been discussing all morning the 
proposed drafted bill without any discussion of the question which 
comes before that, and that is whether or not there should be any bill. 
Where is the impetus for allowing Boulder City to become an incor- 
porated city; are the people pretty generally in favor of that, the Fed- 
eral employees, and the Edison employees, or is this just some business 
group here? 

Mr. Hener. Well, from what I can gather, and this is just a per- 
sonal opinion, is that it is the Federal Government that wants to get 
out of the municipal operation, and that this proposed draft stems 
from the Department of Interior itself, so it isn’t a dream of any- 
body’s in Boulder City. 

Mr. Yorry. It falls in line with the Government’s procedure on the 
matter ? 

Mr. Youne. Is that a correct statement in your opinion, Mr 
Nielsen ¢ 
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Mr. Nrevsen. Well, I would like to amplify a little if I may. I 
think that the impetus comes partly from the Bureau of the Budget 
which each year has worried considerably over that element in our 
appropriation request — h requires money for the municipal opera- 


tion here. We don’t like it because we are on the defensive each year 
in getting money. The ‘onl impetus comes, I think, from the imme- 


diate past Commissioner, Mr. Straus, who became pretty well inter- 
ested in it. Largely as a result of some needling he and others had 
gotten in the ap propri: ition committee, and he thought that a thorough 
study should be made. And then that study was made—I think 
Senator McCarran had that study made, and this is the natural 
cons — nee that came out of that series of circumstances. 

Mr. Ruopes. Has there been any further pressure 

Mr. Nrevsen. Well, the n the new group, the new Commissioner is 
earrying on the job that he had started. I think it should be recog- 
nized that it has become increasingly difficult to get money from Con- 
gress to run this town, or any other town, and this year we are running 
on quite a substandard level of municipal operation. 

Mr. Yorry. Well, I might say this is the first instance that I have 
ever heard of Commissioner Straus wanting Federal power to recede 
{laughter | 

Mr. Youne. Is there anything else you want to add? 

All right, Mr. Heher, thank you very much, and if you will prepare 
that m: ip then, it m: Ly be submitte dw ith the record. 

(The matter re ferre 1 to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD HEHER, PRESIDENT AND REPRESENTATIVE OF THE BOULDER 
City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Richard Heher, president of 
the Boulder City Chamber of Commerce and officially representing that body. 

On June 26, 1953, the Boulder City Chamber of Commerce passed a resolution 
to accept the proposed draft of the Boulder City bill in its general terms, with the 
understanding that a copy of the final draft be submitted to Boulder City resi- 
dents before presentation to the Houses of Congress. Furthermore, the first 
draft does not encompass the lake-shore frontage as was recommended and ap- 
proved by the appointed planning commission composed of William McCullough, 
representing the recreation association, George Campbell, representing the ad- 
visory council, George Haynes, the chamber of commerce, L. R. Douglas, Bureau 
of Reclamation, Elebert Edwards, school district, Geln Hendricks, National Park 
Service, and D. Dutter, Southern California Edison Co., and the advisory council 
composed of Bruce Eaton, elected: C. K. Tyree, appointed; George Campbell, 
elected; Rino Greffinius, elected; Ernest Moritz, appointed, George Bagley, ap- 
pointed ; and Al Hamilton, appointed. This recommendation was endorsed by the 
soulder City Chamber of Commerce. 

We attach herewith a map outlining the proposed city limits as approved and 
submitted previously by the planning commission, the Boulder City Advisory 
Council, and the Boulder City Chamber of Commerce. 


Mr. Younc. Now, we have one more witness, Mr. Sweeney, who 
wants to testify; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sweeney. I am Morgan J. Sweeney, I am an employee of the 
Boulder Canyon project, the Bureau of Reclamation, residing in 
Boulder City the past 21 years. We have a statement to accompany 
a petition of Boulder Canyon project employees. This is in essence 
an answer to a question which was asked a moment ago regarding the 
opinion and desire of the employees of the Boulder Canyon project. 
This petition, which is attached to our statement, contains 237 signa- 
tures of the 285 project employees. 
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Mr. Youne. 237, or 200, the petition reads 200. 

Mr. Sweeney. That is true. When that was written we had just 
200 but now we have 237 signatures and I believe there may be more 
at the powerplant which have not been picked up. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT To ACCOMPANY PETITION OF SEPTEMBER 21, 1953, TO House Suscom- 
MITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


Boulder City was built by the Government in a barren desert in southern 
Nevada as a construction camp to house the workers drawn from all parts of 
the United States to build Hoover Dam and powerplant in the early 1930’s. 

When construction was completed in 1936, Boulder City became an operating 
camp. The generating machinery in the powerplant is operated and maintained 
by agents of the Government: City of Los Angeles, department of water and 
power for the publicly owned utilities; and Southern California Edison Co. for 
the privately owned utilities. All other facilities of the dam and powerplant, 
together with appurtenant works, aré operated and maintained by the Gov- 
ernment. 

As is the usual practice in isolated operating camps, the operating agents pro- 
vided housing for their employees and the Government likewise provided housing 
for its employees. The cost of Government housing is included in the original 
project costs, and the maintenance thereof is included in the costs of operation 
and maintenance of the project. Both the capital investment and the mainte- 
nance costs are reimbursed to the Treasury of the United States through reve- 
nues received from the sale of electric energy produced by the powerplant. 

The draft of the Boulder City legislation, now in the Bureau of the Budget, 
provides that the Government dispose of its housing in Boulder City. The 
city of Los Angeles and Edison Co., operating agents in the same powerplant, 
are retaining their housing in recognition of the fact that such accommodation 
is essential to attract qualified employees to Boulder City and to insure their 
remaining on the job. This means that the project employees of the operating 
agents will be well-housed in Boulder City, while the project employees of the 
Government must shift for themselves in an area of critical housing shortage 
and inflated values on account of the influx of defense industry workers, the 
large number of people who visit this much-publicized resort area for short 
periods of time, and those who come to establish residence for a quick divorce. 
The Government will in no way benefit from the disposal of its housing. Instead, 
the allottees of Hoover Dam power will receive the benefit in the form of 
reduced energy rates. 

Furthermore, as the draft of legislation now reads, the Government-owned 
houses are to be sold to the present occupants. Project employees presently 
occupy fewer than half of the Government-owned houses. This results from 
a requirement of a former Secretary of the Interior that the project’s houses 
in Boulder City be made available to other Government agencies; therefore, of 
a total of 356 houses, 191 are distributed among employees of Bureau of Mines, 
National Park Service, Geological Survey, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and 
Bureau of Reclamation region 3, and Office of River Control. This leaves only 
165 houses for 285 full-time project employees. 

The Government (like the operating agents) charged a nominal rental for 
its houses until last year, when the project was directed to have a survey made 
by an appraisal board, in accordance with provisions contained in section 1413 
of the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1953 (Public Law 547, 82d Cong.). 
The appraisal board was directed to recommend rental rates for Government 
housing in accordance with rates being charged by private landlords in the 
area and was specifically instructed not to consider housing owned by the 
operating agents. As has been mentioned before, southern Nevada is an area 
of inflated values; therefore, property values are unreal and rents are fantastic 
in privately owned buildings. At the recommendation of the appraisal board, 
rents on Government-owned houses were doubled and, in some cases, nearly 
tripled. This has caused undue hardship to project employees and, as a result, 
qualified employees of many years’ service are leaving the project to tind 
employment elsewhere. 
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It is our conviction that: 

1. The Government-owned houses in Boulder City (excepting certain sub- 
standard dwellings) should be retained for the use of employees directly 
engaged in the operation of the Boulder Canyon project ; and 

2. The rentals therefor should be conformable to those established for the 
project employees of the operating agents. 

To accomplish this, it is requested that section 3 (a), (b), (c), and (d) of 
the proposed legislation be stricken and that the following language be 
substituted : 

“The Secretary is directed to retain the permanent-type dwelling houses, 
duplexes, apartments, and garages, with furniture, fixtures, and appurtenances, 
together with the lands upon which such improvements are located, as are 
owned by the United States within the Boulder City municipal area, for use, 
at a nominal rental, of employees directly engaged in the operation of the 
Boulder Canyon project, and to dispose of such substandard housing as is 
excess to the needs of the project.” 

We respectfully request your committee’s approval and appropriate action. 


ee 


PETITION TO THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


Southern California Edison Co., operating agent of the Government at Hoover 
powerplant, houses its project emp yloyees in Boulder City, Nev., at the nominal 
rental of $25 per month. City of Los Angeles, the other operating agent of the 
Government at Hoover power plant, furnishes housing to its project employees in 
Boulder City, Nev., rent-free. 

Project employees of the Government Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder Canyon 
project, must work side by side with project employees of the operating agents, 
Edison Co. and city of Los Angeles, in the operation and maintenance of the 
same powerplant. Therefore, it is petitioned by the undersigned project em- 
ployees of the Government that the Government not dispose of its housing in 

soulder City as is proposed in draft of the Boulder City legislation now being 

considered by the Bureau of the Budget. Instead it is petitioned that the Gov- 
ernment dispose of only the substandard housing and retain the permanent 
housing for its project employees at no rent “like the city of Los Angeles” or 
at a nominal rental “like the Edison Co.” 

(This petition was signed by more than 200 employees of the Boulder Canyon 
project.) 

Mr. Yorry. I would like to ask where in your _— is the origina- 
tion for the impetus for this movement to make Boulder City an 
incorporated city ¢ 

Mr. Sweeney. As Mr. Nielsen has stated, it may have originated 
with a few people in Boulder City who saw an opportunity to prob- 
ably increase their investments or probably capitalize upon the in- 
creasing popularity of Boulder City. Through probably the pressure 
of a small group it may have gone to W ashington. As Mr. Nielsen 

says, this stems from W ashington, the bill itself. The people on the 
Boulder Canyon project are not in accord. According to Dr. Reining 
it was to be put up to the vote of the people as to whether or not there 
was a separation. 

Mr. Young. Thank you Mr. Sweeney, that will conclude the hear- 
ing on this phase. If anybody else has any statements that they would 
like to submit for the record, we will be glad to have them inserted 
when it is printed if you will submit it either to Mr. Wartman or 
myself prior to October 1. That should give you a reasonable time 
to prepare the statement. I should like to thank the witnesses who 
have testified here this morning, and also Mr. Wartman, who was 
chairman of the committee in charge of securing this information 
which has been presented here this morning, and also those who : assisted 
Mr. Wartman. We will be in recess now until 1: 30. 
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Mr. Young. The subcommittee will please come to order. We will 
first hear testimony on the recreational development of Lake Mead, to 
be followed by further testimony on the public land problem in south- 
ern Nevada. For some time the committee chairman has received com- 
plaints that the recreational development of Lake Mead has been 
retarded. For the next hour and a half, we shall hear testimony from 
a number of witnesses who will testify on the recreational possibilities 
of the Lake Mead area. We will first hear from Mr. Baggley 

Mr. Bacetry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George F. Baggley, I am superintendent of the Lake Mead 
national recreation area, and represent the National Park Service of 
the Department of the Interior. We administer the Lake Mead 
national recreational area, and I should like to give you a few facts 
concerning the area, enumerating some of our problems, and discuss 
with you briefly this operation of the National Park Service. 

As Hoover Dam neared completion, and Lake Mead began to 
form, it seemed quite evident that a recreation resource of great 
potential was being created in the Southwest desert, where water 
was then a scarce item, if not actually a rarity. Cleared of its silt, 
the Colorado River became a trout stream where trout were before 
unknown. Recognizing this, the Department of the Interior directed 
that a study be made of the public lands withdrawn for the construe- 
tion of the Boulder Canyon project. A committee, consisting of a 
representative of the Department of the Interior, one of the National 
Park Service, and one of the Bureau of Reclamation, studied the 
area and prepared a report. As a result of their studies, a coopera- 
tive agreement was drawn between the two bureaus of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior under which the National Park Service admin- 
isters lands not actually needed for the operation of the project. 
Under this, the Bureau of Reclamation retained control of Boulder 
City and operating area surrounding Hoover and Davis Dams. That 
agency continues to operate these project areas while our Service 
has accepted responsibility for planning, administration, and protec- 
tion of the remainder of the withdrawn lands which comprise the 
project. The present acreage includes 1,951,920 acres, of which 
689,827 acres are in Arizona and the remainder in Nevada. 

In addition to the responsibility for administration, planning, and 
protection of the recreation area, this Service has the responsibility 
of drawing and letting concession contracts, supervision of the 
Boulder City Airport, the establishing and enforcing of rules and 
regulations for the protection of the area and its use by the public, 
preparation and enforcement of rules and regulations for the con- 
servation of scientific, scenic, and historic features, establishing and 
operation of park ranger service, educational, lifeguard, and other 
special services needed in connection with public use, control of trans- 
portation and cooperation with the States of Arizona and Nevada, and 
the Federal agencies interested in conservation and protection of 
wildlife. 

At the outset, it was recognized that this area differed greatly from 
other areas administered by ‘the National Park Service. Tt was neces- 
sary to develop new policies to govern development and use which 
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would coincide with the initial purpose for which the two reservoirs 
were established and to take into account the long-range objectives 
to be gained in the administration of this particular area. 

Today there are some 50 miles of oiled road, 20 miles of improved 
gravel road, 290 miles of secondary desert gravel roads, and more 
than 150 miles of rough desert trails which give access to 8 different 
developed sites, where services or facilities are provided for the public. 

At these 8 developed sites, 5 different concessioners operate housing, 
boat rentals, restaurant and store service. They have a total invest- 
ment of about $450,000 and during 1952 the gross business exceeded 
$700,000. 

In 1937, the first year of which records were kept, half a million 
visitors came to the recreation area, and to visit Hoover Dam. This 
travel and use has continued to increase to 1,946,000 in 1952. 

Although public campgrounds, swimming beaches, concession facili- 
ties, and other improvements have been provided at several points 
throughout the area, we are still far behind meeting the public demand. 
Our appropriations for the current year are $239,000; $16,000 below 
that of last year. Public facilities are wearing out through heavy 
use and they cannot be maintained nor increased in capacity by 
needed new improvements. 

There are several problems in which I am sure the committee can 
be of great help. Although relations with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have been splendid and much has been accomplished under the 
terms of the cooperative agreement, the area should be defined more 
exactly and its objectives outlined by Congress. This has been recog- 
nized in the past, for at least five different bills have been introduced 
and considered by the Congress since 1933, which would provide legis- 
lative background for this and other recreation areas. 

Concessions are one of our principal problems. In 1936 it was 
difficult to interest a concessioner in developing facilities in the 
area. In order to interest someone, a preferential or all-inclusive 
type of contract was issued. There have been some difficulties under 
this, but at the present time steps are being taken to correct the most 
obvious difficulty, that of the Lake Mead Boat Co. operation. Dur- 
ing the past 2 years we are considering and are issuing shorter-term 
site contracts which introduce an element of competition into the 
field of concessions. Already this is showing an improvement in 
services and facilities for the public. 

Currently concessioners in the recreation area are in the process 
of building some new facilities. There are in progress at the present 
time 15 different construction projects, involving new facilities such 
as trailer courts, additional housing, water and sewer systems, and 
installations which will improve and extend the services needed for 
the public. 

It is believed that to provide the public campgrounds, picnic areas, 
swimming beaches, and installations of that character now needed to 
meet current public need, no less than $100,000 per year for a period 
of 6 years would be required in order to bring up to date existing 
plants and install the necessary new facilities. 

We have prepared a more detailed statement with considerable 
reference material, concerning the recreation area which I should 
like to present to members of ‘the committee and have it included in 
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the records of the hearing. If there are questions which you would 
like to ask, we shall be gl: ad to attempt to answer them for you. 

Mr. Youne. You say that the appropriation last year was around 
$239,000. 

Mr. Bacery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Youna. And, in addition, you recommend that a hundred thou- 

sand dollars a year be appropriated for 6 years for capital improve- 
ments? 

Mr. Bacatxy. For capital improvements yes. 

Mr. Young. In addition to the $239,000? 

Mr. Baceiey. Yes, sir; which would go for sewerage and water 
facilities and improvements of the swimming beaches and camp- 
grounds and facilities of that kind. 

Mr. Youne. What is the return to the Park Service on the services 
out there? What does the Service get back from the services rendered 

Mr. Baceiey. We have no receipts except those received from the 
concessionaires. We have no admission fee charges. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be feasible to charge any fees? 

Mr. Baceitry. We have just completed a fee study and forwarded 
it into the Department in response to a request for a fee, but it appears 
it would cost more to collect it than we could gain by it. 

Mr, Youne. How much are the concessions paying at the present 
time? 

Mr. Baaciey. The total receipt to the Government, as far as I 
remember, is around $6,000 for a year from the present concessions 
out there. 

Mr. Young. How many concessions are there? 

Mr. Baaeiry. There are five different concessions. Concession 
operators 

Mr, Hosmer. Have you made any overall studies on the develop- 
ment of this recreational area ? 

Mr. Bacetey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are they incorporated in this report 

Mr. Bacetry. Yes, sir. Near the back of the report are a series 
of sheets, giving the outlined improvements in each area. 

Mr. Hosmer, Well, now, these are the improvements that are pro- 
posed to come out of the hundred thousand dollars a year ¢ 

Mr. Baaetry. Some of them; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Where are the rest of them proposed to come out of? 

Mr. Bacetey. Well, that list of improvements covers 15 or 20 years, 
and the most urgent things I am speaking of show in the hundred- 
thousand-dollar column, 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, now, in connection with your concessionaires, 
do you write into your contracts the requirements as to capital im- 
provements that they should make? Are there any requirements$ 

Mr. Bacatxy. In most recent contracts that was included; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. What was that ? 

Mr. Bacetry. I merely said that at El Dorado Canyon, there was 
no public campground station, and such, water facilities, and that 
had to be installed before this contract could. become effective. 

Mr. Hosmer. How much expenditure on his part? 

Mr. Baceiry. About $35,000. That is an estimate, 

Mr, Hosmer. How specific were the requirements that were written 
into the contract ? 
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Mr. Bacetry. As to what he was to do? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes, by way of improvement. 

Mr. Baceiey. Well, I am afraid that not all of those things were 
required to be approved and I believe specific plans were not drawn 
ach time the contract or at the time the contract was issued. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, for example, there is a statement as to how many 
public restrooms were to be placed and where. 

Mr. Bacetry. Yes, sir. A plan drawn and approved on the devel- 
opment plan. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, was that done prior to the signing of the con- 
tract with these people / 

Mr. Bagcriey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. And so any improvement that he made on the prop- 
erty, or may place on the property, would be of an optional nature. 

Mr. Bageiry. No, sir. Those are not included. 

Mr. Hosmer. No requirements set up as to the type of structure 
or the construction of them? 

Mr. Baceiey. Well, each concession contract, sir, it’s required that 
the plans be approved for facilities that the concessionnaire may 
construct. 

Mr. Hosmer. You mean, your contract with him requires that if he 
is going to put something in, he has to come to you and get the approval 
of the design before he puts it in ¢ 

Mr. Baeetry. Yes, sir. The usual procedure is that the conces- 
sionnaire’s architect presents the plan and that is submitted to the 
director for approval and he builds according to the plan. 

Mr. Hosmer. When, before or after the contract is signed ¢ 

Mr. Bagetey. Well, in the case of Murl Emery, that is the contract 
that requires performance before it becomes a contract. The others 
have all come afterward. 

Mr. Hosmer. Was this contract with him in accordance with the 
general overall developmental plan that you tell us is included in the 
material submitted in writing? 

Mr. Baaa.ey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Ruopes. As I understand your testimony, the $239,000 that you 
are now getting, doesn’t provide any money at all for capital im- 
provements ‘ 

Mr. Bagetry. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is, for the operation of the National Park Service. 

Mr. Bacetery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. So far as the facilities which the Government owns 
and expects to maintain, they are going downhill now. 

Mr. Saanaiy: Well, that includes a small amount for maintenance. 
That includes the roads, maintenance of course, and a small amount 
out for picnics and campground facilities, but not sufficient to replace, 
for instance, wornout campground tables, or to maintain the fireplaces 
in the campgrounds. 

Mr. Ruopes. And no expansion ¢ 

Mr. Bacerry. No, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. I notice on page 3 you mention that there have been 
some difficulties under this, but steps are being taken to correct the 
most obvious concession, that of the Lake Mead Boat Co. You say 
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nothing more about it, and of course, the difficulty isn’t obvious to me. 
What is the trouble / 

Mr. Bageiry. The Lake Mead Boat Co., if 1 can take a minute to 
give you the background, is a subconcession, operated under the Grand 
Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, Inc., the principal contractors, operated 
by Mr. Edi Juun, who has another operation at Lake Arrowhead in 
California. The prime contractor, and the subconcessionaire, are 
generally not in residence here. They have to rely on employees and 
remote control, and as a result, the operation has not been satisfactory 
and needed facilities have not been provided, and there is today not 
near enough equipment. We have experienced a whole series of com- 
plaints and I presume Congressman Belen has had a good deal of it, 
and your files must be full of comments on that operation, which we 
certainly are not defending. We are trying to work with them. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you approve of the concessionnaire before any 
action is taken? Do you investigate 

Mr. Bacatry. No, we believed them to be satisfactory. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, this one was submitted in good faith? 

Mr. Bacetry. Apparently looked fine 3 years ago, but it did not 
materialize that way. 

Mr. Ruopes. But you had no reason to believe it wouldn’t and the 
prime concesionnaire didn’t—you had no reason to believe it wouldn't. 

Mr. Bageiry. No ever ything seemed to be in order, or satisfactory, 
at that time. This man was experienced and appeared to have financ- 
ing, but as it developed, it didn’t work out that way. 

Mr. Ruoves. And the most of the complaints that you have been 
getting, have been from people who have visited the area and have 
been unable to get proper boats 4 

Mr. Bacauey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Youne. Any other questions? If not, we will include the 
report of the material in the record. Thank you for a very fine 
statement. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 





STATEMENT ON LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA, BOULDER City, NEv. 


As Hoover Dam neared completion and Lake Mead began to form, it quickly 
became apparent that construction of the Boulder Canyon project would create 
a recreation resource of great potential. Extensive planning and ao coordi- 
nation and management of this large resource was clearly indicated. Cleared of 
its silt the muddy Colorado River cleared and became a trout stream below 
Hoover Dam. Lake Mead, with over 130,000 surface acres, offered boating, fishing, 
swimming, and water recreation in otherwise desert area. At that time the south- 
west, particularly Arizona and Nevada, were beginning rapidly to expand. Local 
populations were increasing by leaps and bounds, tourist travel was attracted 
by the dam and lake in increasing numbers. 

To meet this obvious situation, officials of the Department of the Interior 
directed that a study be made of the area covered by the Boulder Canyon project. 
A representative of the Department of the Interior, the National Park Service, 
and the Bureau of Reclamation carefully studied the project, and as a ar: of 
their report, a cooperative agreement was drawn between the National Park 
Service and the Bureau of Reclamation, under which the National Park Service 
was to administer portions of the project not actually required to be kept for the 
operaiton of the project itself. This agreement provided that the Bureau of 
Reclamation would retain control of an area of 1 square mile surrounding Hoover 
Dam and the territory occupied by Boulder City. The National Park Service 
was given the responsibility for administering the remainder of the withdrawn 
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lands included in the project. This acreage, together with a small area added 
in 1947 following completion of Davis Dam, comprises the present recreation 
area. 

Under the terms of this agreement, the National Park Service has responsi- 
bility for (1) the preparation of plans for development of recreation facilities, 
including roads, trails, the airfields, public facilities, utilities, and other improve- 
ments necessary to the proper public use of the area. 

(2) The letting of concession contracts under which facilities and services 
are furnished for the public. 

(3) The supervision and operation of Boulder City and other airports. 

(4) To establish and enforce policies regarding the occupation and leasing 
of land. 

(5) Make and enforce rules and regulations for the use of the area by the 
public and for general public safety. 

(6) Make and enforce rules and regulations for the conservation of historical 
or archeological remains and for the control of archeological investigations in 
historical or archeological research and in its discretion establish a museum or 
museums or adapt other means of displaying archeological, historical, plant, 
animal, and mineral resources of the area. 

(7) Establish and maintain ranger, educational, lifeguard, and ovher special 
services as may be necessary for the safe and full use of the area for public 
recreation purposes. 

(8) To control public transportation on the area, whether by land, water, 
or air. 

(9) Coordinate these activities with those of the Federal Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the State for the conservation and protection of wildlife in the area. 

(10) Extend to the Bureau of Reclamation advice and council in connection 
with any park, resort, or recreation development within the limits of Boulder 
City. 

The Lake Mead national recreation area (formerly Boulder Dam national 
recreation area) is the fourth largest area administered by the National Park 
Service. One million nine hundred and fifty-one thousand nine hundred and 
twenty-eight acres, with the surfaces of Lakes Mead and Mohave, are included 
in the present area. One million two hundred and nine thousand nine hundred 
and one acres are in Arizona, six hundred and eighty-nine thousand eight hun- 
dred and twenty-seven acres are in Nevada. This is exceeded in acreage only by 
Yellowstone in the continental United States and 3 areas in Alaska. 

October 13, 1936, when the National Park Service began management of the 
reclamation withdrawn lands making up the recreation area, the nature of the 
problem was recognized. It differed in most respects from areas then under 
administration by the National Park Service. It was necessary to develop new 
and separate policies with respect to the recreation area. During the past 17 
years experience has gradually crystallized and a general policy evolved which 
we consider our guide in today’s administration. You may be interested in this 
statement, 

“To plan for proper management, public use enjoyment and preservation of 
lands, water and associated resources which have been designated as national 
in character and value, now comprising the Lake Mead national recreation area ; 
to study the public resources created by the formation of Lake Mead and Lake 
Mohave and the striking examples of scenery, desert landscapes, and natural 
and historic features included in the area; to coordinate the human use of these 
public lands and resources with the basic purpose for which the reservoirs were 
created, and to plan for their orderly and suitable development in such manner 
as to insure their protection and preservation unimpaired for the future, to the 
end that maximum human use, enjoyment, and public benefit may be realized; 
to safeguard the national interest in these resources by wise and careful man- 
agement so as to permit their maximum use without loss of value or interference 
with the basic purposes for which the reservoirs were created.” 

Under this general policy the Service has attempted to develop a system of 
reads which would give access to all important points in the recreation area. 
Public campgrounds are being established as rapidly as possible wherever needed. 
Public swimming beaches are operated at four different places in the area. A 
major airport was constructed at Boulder City and four airstrips developed out 
in the area itself to give easy access to lakeshore points. Navigation aids have 
been established on the lake, utilities developed, insofar as funds permitted, at 
a number of places. 
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Grazing is permitted in cooperation with the grazing plans of the Bureau of 
Land Management, hunting is permitted in accordance with State and Federal 
regulations, where it does not conflict with other forms of recreation, land has 
been leased to the States of Nevada and Arizona for fish and wildlife purposes, 
we have favorably considered a number of applications for lease of lands to such 
organizations as Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, sportsmen’s associations, and organi- 
zations of that character. Leases will be consummated when these organizations 
are ready. 

Five vacation cabin sites have been approved in the recreation area and the 
first one is currently being opened near Davis Damin Arizona. We are cooperat- 
ing with the adjacent States and counties in a number of different ways. Cur- 
rently we are working with the University of Nevada toward the development of 
a conservation workshop which will be helpful to all persons interested in con- 
servation in this general region. 

With the formation of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave, recreation opportunities 
were provided in a country in which such large bodies of water could be con- 
sidered no less than unusual. The use of these recreation opportunities has been 
phenomenal. Except during the war years, public travel to the Lake Mead 
national recreation area has shown a steady and continual increase from some 
500,000 visitors in 1937 to 1,946,706 in 1952. This is an increase of 252 percent. 
(Exhibit A, 10-year travel summary; also exhibit R, 5-year site use record.) It 
is interesting to note that in August 1952, 307,298 persons came to the area; 
almost as many as during the entire year 1937. This striking total of visitation 
is exceeded only by two other areas administered by the National Park Service: 
Great Smoky Mountains National Park, 2,322,152, and the Blue Ridge Parkway, 
3,558,139. The travel here conforms very closely to that reported in other recre- 
ational regions and national parks in general. June, July, and August are the 
months of heaviest travel, although spring and fall seasons bring heavy regional 
use because of the water recreation opportunities and the favorable climate. 

The construction of facilities for the public has not kept pace with the demand 
or with the growth of the region in general. Although extensive planning has 
been completed and additional facilities can be provided on short notice, in recent 
years appropriations therefor have been insufficient. Even though we have 
operated under a handicap of limited funds, a period of war, scarcity of materials, 
ete., considerable has been accomplished. 

Roads.—Some 50 miles of oiled roads have been provided, 20 miles of improved 
gravel road, 291 miles of native graded gravel road, and 146 miles of unimproved 
desert roads give access to many points throughout the area. 

Public campgrounds.—Public campgrounds are provided by the National Park 
Service at Overton, Boulder Beach, Bonelli Landing, Temple Bar, Pierce Ferry 
on Lake Mead, and at Willow Reach, Katherine, Searchlight Landing, and El- 
dorado Canyon on Lake Mohave. Picnic areas are available at Las Vegas Wash, 
Boulder Beach, and Pierce Ferry on Lake Mead, at Katherine, Eldorado Canyon, 
and Willow Beach on Lake Mohave. Both camping and picnicking greatly 
exceed the available facilities, and more than twice the present installations are 
required to meet the normal demands. 

Beach facilities.—Standard beach facilities are maintained each year at Over- 
ton, Las Vegas Wash, Boulder Beach on Lake Mead, and another season similar 
installations will exist at Katherine, Lake Mohave. These facilities include life- 
guard service, changing houses, comfort stations, shallow- and deep-water rafts, 
swimming area markers and parking area. 

Water systems.—The National Park Service has provided and maintained water 
systems at Boulder Beach on Lake Mead and at the Katherine site on Lake 
Mohave. Again, several new water systems are needed adequately to supply the 
current public demand. 

Sewer systems.—The National Park Service has constructed sewer systems 
at Boulder Beach and at Katherine which serve concessioners’ installations as 
well as facilities for the public. Here, again, several new systems are required 
for other outlying areas fully to meet the public need and provide minimum sani- 
tation service. 

Power supply.—The National Park Service has installed power distribution 
systems to supply electricity at Boulder Beach and at Katherine near Davis Dam, 
Public power has been brought in to the Overton area and will be supplied to the 
new vacation cabin site near Katherine. 

Boat docks.—Public boat docks are maintained at Overton, at Boulder Beach 
on Lake Mead, and at Katherine on Lake Mohave. These are used by the National 
Park Service marine equipment but serve the public in addition to concession 
docks. 
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Navigation aids have been established at 12 points on Lake Mead to facilitate 
navigation by private boatowners. Some 10 other stations were in operation 
prior to the war but equipment and funds have not been available to restore all 
of these stations. Others are needed at a number of points on Lake Mead and 
several should be installed on Lake Mohave. These are included in our planning 
and will be established for the safety of the public as funds therefor are made 
available. 

{irports.—While Civilian Conservation Corps assistance was available, an 
airport was constructed at Boulder City. Since that, air strips have been made 
at Pierce Ferry, Temple Bar, Davis Dam, and at Searchlight Ferry. 

Concession facilities —Under contract or permit from the National Park 
Service, private concessioners have established facilities at the following 
locations : 

Boulder Beach, Lake Mead: Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, Inc., lodge, 
dining room, boat service. At Les Vegas Wash, lower basin of Lake Mead, 
boat service and refreshment stand service during the summer. Anderson Bros. 
operate a refreshment stand service at the campground, picnic area, and swim- 
ming beach. 

Temple Bar: Reddy & Coggins (a partnership) have built six cabins and are 
currently building more cabins, a shop and trailer court. They operate a boat 
service, trailer court, a store and gasoline service facilities. 

Willow Beach, Lake Mohave, Ariz. : E. H. Flother operates a cafe, trailer court, 
and boat service. 

Eldorado Canyon, Lake Mohave, Nev.: Murl Emery operates boat service, 
marine fueling supply, store, cafe, and cabins, 

Searchlight Ferry, Lake Mohave, Nev.: Murl Emery operates boat service, 
limited cabin and store facilities. 

Katherine, Lake Mohave, Ariz., near Davis Dam: Lake Mohave Resort operates 
a boat service, marine supplies, store, Cabins, and cafe. 

These concessioners have a capital investment of $422,000. Their gross revenue 
during 1952, the last reported year, was $706,464. (See exhibit B.) 

Concession facilities have by no means kept up with the current requirements, 
Although construction prices are still very high, however, currently concessioners 
have under process of construction or approved for construction in the next few 
months, 15 different projects. In the Boulder Beach area a trailer court and 
associated facilities are under construction by Anderson Bros. The Lake Mead 
Lodge has under construction an eight-room employee dormitory. These facilities 
are to be completed in the next few weeks. 

At Katherine the concessioner has under construction a trailer court and 
additional housing facilities. 

At Temple Bar the concessioner has approved plans for the construction of 
single-unit cabins, a public comfort station, and shop and utility building and 
sewer and water system. A small trailer court is also under construction and 
a store and cafe are to be added in the near future. 

At Eldorado Canyon plans are approved for an automobile and marine fueling 
installation, construction of a public comfort station, and a sewage-disposal 
system. 

At Willow Beach the concessioner has approved plans for marine fueling facil- 
ities and a new dock. A residence is currently under construction. 

Administration.—For the administration, maintenance, operation, and plan- 
ning functions carried on by the National Park Service, the following staff is 
required : 

The superintendent, assistant superintendent, and a small clerical staff of 
six people are stationed at Boulder City. Field personnel include the protection 
division, consisting of the chief ranger, assistant chief ranger, 4 district rangers, 
7 park rangers, and 1 motorboat patrolman. With the exception of the chief 
ranger and the assistant chief ranger, these men are all stationed in the field, 
and their work has to do with the maintenance and operation of facilities and 
services for the public. Some of the work performed is indicated in the attached 
reference. 

A naturalist and assistant naturalist are included in the staff and they have 
responsibility for scientific, historical, and archeological research, preservation 
of seenic and scientific materials, and interpretation of these features to the 
public. This work includes naturalist talks in schools, colleges, and public 
campgrounds, and in working with schools and college groups who visit the area 
and the naturalist workshop for the purpose of study and information. 
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The construction and maintenance division consists of a supervisor, 1 elec- 
trician, auto mechanic, part-time carpenter, 3 equipment operators, 5 truck 
drivers, 8 laborers. This crew, for the most. part, carry on such construction 
work as is not contracted out, perform maintenance activities on utilities, build- 
ings, roads, trails, campgrounds, sanitation systems, sewer and water systems, 
and provide for sanitation service in the public campgrounds and use areas. 

On the basis of present public use the area is understaffed particularly in the 
maintenance, protection, and operations functions. 

So that the committee may have reference to these data, we are attaching 
here (exhibit C), an analysis and compuarison of appropriations for the current 
and previous 2 years, together with an optimum estimate which is considered 
necessary on the basis of the present cost if we are to meet the pressing obliga- 
tions which arise from the present use of the area by the public. The appro- 
priation for this year, as you will observe, is under last year. This, in the face 
of considerable added cost, increases both in wages and materials of several 
thousand dollars. In our opinion, it will be necessary to have an annual appro- 
priation for management and protection, road maintenance facilities, mainte- 
nance and operation, of $373,000. We are, as I have pointed out, several years 
behind in the construction of new physical facilities. At Las Vegas, Wash., 
for example, a heavily used area, neither sewer or water or electricity is pres- 
ently available. All three are urgently needed. On the basis of current plans 
already available and measured public demand, at least $100,000 per year in new 
construction for a 6-year period would be required to install the necessary public 
campgrounds, water systels, sewer systems, electric-light service, boat docks, 
swimming beaches, and items of that character which are so urgently needed. 

Road construction, too, is far behind. Several of the present heavily used 
roads should be improved. It is estimated that $200,000 per year for 2 years 
would be necessary to accomplish presently needed road improvements, with 
$100,000 per year for an additional 3-year period to bring the roads up to the 
accepted standard based on the present use. 

Principal problems.—Although our relationship with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has been splendid and much has been accomplished under the present coop- 
erative agreement the importance of the area now and in the future seems to 
justify its definition by the Congress. 

Functions of the National Park Service would be greatly facilitated if the 
status of the area could be clarified by the Congress. It is difficult fully to 
evaluate the importance of this area nationally in its somewhat preliminary 
stage but its value will increase as the increased population demand more and 
more public recreation. It would not be difficult or costly to establish. Only a 
small amount of private land is involved and that, for the most part, is in the 
Arizona portion of the Lake Mohave Basin. The need for legislation has been 
recognized by several Members of Congress, for at least five bills have been 
introduced in the Congress, the first on February 10, 1933, and the last in the 
82d Congress, Ist session, by Senator McCarran, of Nevada. These bills are here 
listed. 

1. Senate bill 5637, 72d Congress, 2d session, introduced by Senator Hayden, of 
Arizona, February 10, 1933. 

2. H. R. 14662, 72d Congress, 2d session, introduced by Mr. Arentz, February 14 

3. H. R. 14758, 72d Congress, 2d session, introduced by Mr. Arentz, February 
22, 1933. 


4. S. 1326, 80th Congress, Ist session, introduced by Senator Thomas of 
Oklahoma. 

5. S. 40, 82d Congress, 1st session, introduced by Senator MeCarran, of Nevada. 

It is recommended that this committee consider legislation which would clarify 
and define more exactly the recreational area and its status. It is believed that 
all of the bills introduced thus far have several advantageous features. It would 
not be difficult to draw a bill which would provide the necessary definition and 
authority for the recreational area. 

Funds.—The Lake Mead national recreation area is in much the same situ- 
ation as other areas administered by the National Park Service. Use has in- 
creased so rapidly that the current facilities are wearing out. Funds for the 
maintenance of water systems, campground, boat docks, roads, picnic facilities, 
ete., have not been sufficient to maintain them in the fact of the heavy use. 
Needed new facilities are not being provided. Both this Service and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior are receiving many complaints each year. The future is 
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very uncertain in the face of continuing heavy use, the wearing out of existing 
facilities, and the lack of funds to maintain the existing plant or install addi- 
tional needed new improvements. We have taken advantage of every oppor- 
tunity to save funds by contracting, by the use of new methods, new materials, 
by improved machinery, yet with all of these we are not holding our own in 
the face of the present public use. Our plant is wearing out and no new 
improvements are being made. 

Concessions operations.—Several very difficult problems exist because of con- 
cession contracts entered into many years ago. In order to interest someone in 
developing facilities for the public in 1936, it was necessary to enter into a 
20-year contract with preferential privileges for services over most of Lake 
Mead. The original concessioner went broke and it was necessary to find a new 
operator. The current operator, Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, did, for 
a number of years, take a heavy loss, particularly during and immediately after 
the war. This has been further complicated by the fact that the owner is a 
nonresident and has had to rely on subconcessioners to carry on many of his 
services. These have proven so unsatisfactory in one instance that the Service 
has ordered them to be discontinued. Steps are being taken right now, this 
week, to place the principal boat operations back under the prime concessioner 
or release them so that the Service may obtain other and more satisfactory 
operators. The National Park Service has changed this concession policy. 
Today we are considering shorter-term site contracts which introduces an ele- 
ment of competition and already this plan is beginning to show results in im- 
proved services at Overton, Temple Bar, and Katherine, near Davis Dam. It 
is our intention to press this matter as rapidly and as vigorously as possible 
until all concessions facilities are operated on a satisfactory basis and until 
such additional new facilities as are required by the public are provided. 

For this area as for others administered by this Service a complete and com- 
prehensive master plan has been developed and maintained. With this master 
plan we are able to relate public requirements to the present as well as foresee- 
able and anticipated future needs. This system of planning provides at a 
reasonable cost information on roads, utilities, public-use facilities, and con- 
cession needs. These data are organized by existing and proposed new sites. 
So that members of the committee may have reference to more detailed informa- 
tion, we are attaching a detailed reference sheet taken from our records showing 
existing and proposed facilities, public use, and other data for each separate 
area, as follows: 

Boulder Beach area, including the Boulder Yacht Harbor (exhibit D) 
Las Vegas Wash (exhibit E) 
Overton (exhibit F) 
Temple Bar (exhibit G) 
Willow Beach (exhibit H) 
Eldorado Canyon (exhibit I) 
Searchlight Ferry (exhibit J) 
Katherine (exhibit K) 
Bitter Springs area (exhibit L) 
Fire Mountain area (exhibit N) 
Boulder City (exhibit O) 
Outlying small areas of Nevada (exhibit P) 
Outlying small areas of Arizona (exhibit Q) 

There are also attached reference copies of the current rules and regulations 
governing the operation of the area and a copy of the cooperative agreement 
under which the area is administered. 
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ExHIsitT A 


Summary of travel for the calendar years 1987-52 


Num ber Percent Low month for year High month for year 
js Total over or over OF " 
Year toaieel under under 
Preveows | Pesvious Month Numbe1 Month Number 
year year 

1937 552, 128 Decem ber 5 O01 August 71, 762 
1938 533, 914 ~18, 214 —3.41 | March § | July 70, 419 
1939 649, 624 116, 010 21.73 | February August 101, 173 
1940 668, 027 18, 103 2.79 lo do 91, 208 
1941 844, 733 176, 706 26.45 | Decem per do 124, 936 
1942 338, 778 - 505, 955 —149. 35 do Marcl 4. 511 
1943 214, 190 — 124, 588 —58.17 | January May 21, 896 
1944 263, 533 49, 343 23.04 | February July 30, 825 
1945 587, 436 323, 903 122.91 | January Septem ber 98, 148 
1946 1, 165, 369 577, 933 98. 38 do July 141, 146 
1947 1, 426, 831 261, 22. 44 do August_-- 183, 919 
1948 1, 654, 004 227, 15. 92 Decem ber oO 202, 589 
1949 1, 423, 552 — 230, —16.19 | January July 194, 18 
1950 1, 798, 280 374, 26. 32 do June 241, ¢ 

1951 2, 053, 619 255, 14. 20 do do s06, 62 
1952 1, 946, 706 106, 913 —5. 49 do August 07, 298 





ExHIsBIT B 
Concession data 


LAKE MEAD 

Total assets 
Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours_.-------.--.----_----__- ... $164, 371. 70 
BS ee re ia ciccidleicanicitiainipansiiateapenestensvin cela - 19, 752. 93 
Lake Mead Boat Co., Boulder Beach 


x 94, 339. 68 








Boulder City Airport - bck asian clas aa eaaeracis cage Patel SIME es te ee 12, 966. 74 

Las Vegas Wash-_---~---- dinctidihidadaaiatetbe se dohasnita a aca aan 0 

AI esi asin cniniaseuintclnbhddiintiaha aceite pba ticapchamaiemiiaio 0 
Total site eee a titel tins (201,481,068 

Boulder Beach Refreshment Stand. _...-._______ 5, 853. 55 

Re ee Fe ata tithe icerineninnininnnineiitadicdns 21, 821. 82 
WOtAL, LARC: Mag. ocinninn cstwesnetieveiand ensbabliis waistestiacl 319, 106. 42 


1952 total gross revenue, $587,512.87. 


LAKE MOHAVE AND RIVER BELOW HOOVER DAM 


Murl Emery, Eldorado Canyon er 
ET laa Ee 28, 938. 36 
Bin, Ei EOENOE, WULOW BORG R jp cectenstee as connnnkteredhanntinéwen 30, 076. 67 
TE UNIO, Canin soca e ecegcoeerscanrenapennanineserepenaees 44, 491. 94 





Total, Lake Mohave and river below Hoover Dam_ 


- 103,506. 97 
1952 gross revenue—total, $118,951.56. 


Grand total______- tes ch dihnendiaindepaeaghas iki Re As nora 22, 612. 39 


1952 gross revenue grand total, $706,464.48. 
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EXHIBIT ¢ 


TABLE D.—Analysis of funds and comparative status of appropriations—Lake 














Mead 
A( ritle 1952 fiseal 1953 fiscal 1954 fiscal Optimum 
ul year year year 
Management $41, 616 $46, 568 $46, 012 $59, 199 
Interpretation 1, 222 11, 765 11, 197 40, 249 
Protection 5A, ¢ 56, 409 57, 343 71, 585 
Equipment l 2, 980 0 8, 705 
Fire presuppression l, 1, 730 1, 730 2,075 
Equipment, fire 0 350 0 1, 500 
Total 111, 341 119, 802 116, 282 183, 313 
211 Primary roads 66, 932 70, 606 56, 550 ( i 
212 | Secondary roads 970 5, 600 5, 600 100, 000 
214 lrails 5O BOO 500 
219 | Equipment 8, 194 2, 044 0 
rotal 76, 146 78, 750 62, 650 
221 Buildings 11, 500 9, 177 5, 822 
222 | Utilities 23, 214 19, 167 16, 031 
223 | Grounds 19, 000 23, 615 30, 786 
229 | Equipment 2, 000 2, 550 0 
Total 55, 714 52, 639 90, 336 
231 | Buildings and structures 1, 841 0 
233 | Utilities 3, 158 8, 000 
Total 4, 999 3, 044 8, 000 
Grand total 248, 200 256, 105 239, 571 373, 649 


Construction: To make any progress toward meeting current need for facilities, this area should have 
annually for buildings, utilities, and miscellaneous $100,000 for at least 6 years. Construction of roads should 
have $200,000 for 2 years and then $100,000 for 3 years 


TABLE E.—Construction appropriations, 1954 fiscal year 


Construction (Boulder Beach area): 1954 fiscal year 
323.01 Parking area and drives, administration building, Boulder 
City : $8, 600. 00 
331.04 Completion, 6 residences 4, 200. OO 
332.02 Extension utilities to trailer court 1, 400. 00 
oO) 
ved 


333.04 Grounds, administration building 2, 000. 00 


16, 200.00 





Construction (Davis Dam) : 


323.03 Access road to homesites (Arizona) : 7, 000. 00 
323.06 Access road to Katherine Wash (carryover) _- sana 4, 603. 73 
331.05 Completion, 3 residences, Katherine Wash______- - 6,100.00 


17, 703. 73 


Construction (Overton) : 





323.02 Access road to homesites (Nevada) ‘ --.. 8, 000.00 
$23.05 Access road, Lost City (carryover) —....-.......___..... 5, 5382. 57 


13, 532. 57 


Grand total___--- in cintilidahin nscale ns pc iat elta ticadvnlicacs aie 47, 436. 30 
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Exuisir D 


> 


BouLpeR BEACH AREA 


The Boulder Beach area on Lake Mead with its boat harbor, campground, 
lodge, and swimming beach, lies within broad Hemenway Wash just below 
Boulder City, where it conveniently serves this community and the many visitors 
to nearby Hoover Dam. Also included in this area are a Government employee 
trailer camp and seven employee residences. 


Public use 


1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 to date 
People... 215, 713 334, 346 287, 193 301, 278 353. 559 
Automobiles__. “ 63, 949 102, 979 95, 258 98, 939 123, 063 


EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 

Government facilities : 

21 miles surfaced road 

Ranger contact station 

Public campground 

Trailer park 

Picnic area 

Swimming beach with equipment 

Public boat dock 

Employees’ residences (7) 

Kmployees’ trailer park 

Sewer system 

Water system 

Power system 
Concessionaire facilities : 

Lake Mead Lodge 

Boulder Beach concession stand 

Lake Mead Boat Co. facilities 


CONCESSION AIRE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED 


Plans approved for construction of: 
Dormitory (S-unit), under construction 
Trailer court (50-unit), including living quarters, store, restroom, and 
laundry 
NPS proposed construction projects 


Item 1955 1956 1957 Later Total 
| 
Roads | 
Publie campground | $10,000 $10. 000 
Lake Mead lodge area 7, 000 $15, 000 22, 000 
tesidential spur 10, 000 10, 000 
Docking area 6, 000 6, 000 
Dock utility loop 3, 000 3, 000 
Boulder Beach walks | 8, 000 & 000 
Physical improvements 
Utilities 
Water system extension and improvement__| $10, 000 63, 000 | 73. 000 
Sewer system extension 2, 000 11, 000 | 13. 000 


Power and light system at residence area, 


campground, picnic area... | | 10, 000 11, 000 21, 000 
Buildings | | 
Employee residences 121, 900 121. 900 
Campground comfort station 20, 000 20. 000 
Comfort station, picnic area. 20, 000 20. 000 
Garage and equipment storage 26, 600 26), 600 
Miscellaneous 
Improve picnic area__.-_.. 8, 500 8, 500 
Campground extension 18, 000 18. 000 
Improve residential area. : 8, 000 8, 000 
Utility enclosure and planting. 10, 000 10, 000 
POB B i cadnsk ‘ 25, 000 60,000 | 314, 000 399, 000 


- 
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Exuisit E 
LAs VEGAS WASH AREA 
Las Vegas Wash area on Lake Mead possesses a boat harbor, swimming beach, 
picnic grounds, and serves principally as a day-use recreational area for nearby 


Las Vegas and related industrial communities. 


Public use 











1949 1950 1951 1952 1S 
date 
People . ---| 164, 487 184, 697 217, 187 204, 161 236, 931 
Car | 67,456 53, 989 69, 725 65, 737 | 76, 855 
| 
EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 
Government facilities: 
1.5 miles surfaced road 
Public swimming beach, developed 
Public picnic area, developed 
Change houses for swimmers 
Public comfort stations 
Concession facilities: 
Concession stand on beach 
Boat docking facilities 
Concession stand at dock 
VPS proposed construction projects 
1955 1956 1957 Later | Total 
tcl alii Lett 
Item 
Road, pienic-area spur $9, 000 $9, 000 
I hore-access trail J $3, 500 | 3, 500 
Phy l ovements 
Water m 30, 000 i 30, 000 
Sewer sy i 28, 000 ‘ | 28, 000 
Power system and distribution 20, 000 20, 000 
Ranger contact station $18, 000 ; 18, 000 
Employees’ residences (2 29, 900 29, 900 
Public comfort stations (3 
Picnic area $12, 000 | 12, 000 
Beach area 18, 000 18, 000 
Beach picnic area 12, 000 12, 000 
Garage and ut rea 6, 000 6, 000 
Boat docks picnic area 8, 000 | 8, 000 
Miscellaneous | 
Campground development 10, 000 10, 000 
Picnic area development 16, 000 16, 000 
Grading, planting, walkways in residential and 
utility areas 6, 000 6, 000 
Total 87, 000 28, 000 36, 000 75,400 | 226, 400 


ExHrsit F 
OVERTON BEACH AREA 


Overton Beach on the Virgin Arm of Lake Mead provides boating and swimming 
facilities in the picturesque setting of the Valley of Fire. 


Public use 





| j 
1949 1950 1951 | 1952 | 1953 to 
} date 
ee Ne eee 46,982 | 44,971 | 47,111] 64,356 | 78,082 


BISOOR ks. dei ds 0 i ine Se op dhiba 13, 626 12, 800 14, 398 19, 073 | 26, 291 
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Existing developments 


Government facilities: 
41 miles road 
Public campground 
Employees’ residences (2) substandard 
Several old utility buildings 
Swimming beach with facilities 
Portable change rooms and comfort station 
Concessionaire facilities: 
Boat-docking facilities 
Fishermen’s cabins 
Cafe 
Boat-repair service 


NPS proposed construction projects 


Item 1955 1956 1957 Later Total 
Roads | | 
Campground spur $5, 500 slinaes $5, 500 
Headquarters spur 2 8, 000 : 8, 000 
Cabin area loop and parking $10, 000 10, 000 
Physical improvements 
Utilities . 
Headquarters water system , $35, 000 35, 000 
Public area water system wait 30, 000 30, 000 
Campground irrigation system 3, 000 3, 000 
Headquarters sewer system 5, 000 5, 000 
Public area sewer system . 35, 000 | 35, 000 
Buildings: | 
Headquarters ranger station a 14, 000 14, 000 
Public contact station j | 3, 000 38, 000 
Utility buildings. -- $40, 200 | 40, 200 
Residences, public comfort station, change 
houses 152, 000 152, 000 
Miscellaneous: Grading, planting, campground 
improvement, beach improvement 25, 000 25, 000 
Total 7 13, 500 54, 000 40, 200 258, 000 365, 700 


ExHIsiITt G 
TEMPLE Bar AREA 


Temple Bar, on the south shore of Lake Mead in Arizona, is gradually develop- 
ing as one of the favorite fishing spots for visitors from Arizona and other 
neighboring States to the south. “The concessionaire’s development includes har- 
bor facilities, a store, cabins, and trailer camp. Government facilities, other 
than roads, include a free public trailer parking area. 


Public use 


95: 
1949 1950 1951 1952 ry 
§ 
—— eatin ee eee 
People-..-. | 7, 960 8, 393 9, 543 15, 946 15, 975 
Automobiles_-..- 3, 073 2, 700 2, 955 5, 317 6, 333 


EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 

Government facilities : 

8 miles graded road 

Public trailer park (no utilities) 

Pit toilets 
Concessionaire facilities : 

Trailer park 

Boat-repair shop 

Boat-docking facilities 

Fishermen’s cabins 


39845—54——6 
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CONCESSIONATRE. DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED 


Plans approved for construction of: 
Guest cabins (6 or more) 
Shop building (under construction ) 
Water system (under construction) 
Comfort station and laundry 
Sewer system 


NPS proposed construction projects 





Iten O55 1956 1957 Later Total 
R ads 
BPR access road 3 $500, 000 $500, 000 
Lodge spur route 10, 500 10, 500 
Campground and cabin spur $12, 300 12, 300 
Dock utility spur 3, 000 3, 000 
Residential spur 2.000 2.000 
Cabin site road improvement $7, 000 7, 000 
Physical improvements 
Utilities 
Water system 30, 000 30, 000 
Sewer system 11, 500 11, 500 
Power system 60, 000 60, 000 
ings 
Ranger contact station 8, 000 | 8, 000 
Employees’ residences (2 27, 000 | 27, 600 
Comfort stations and utility building 66, 000 | 66, 000 


Miscellaneous 


Campground development 12, 000 | 12, 000 
Beach recreational facilities 14, 900 14, 900 
Picnic area development 8, 000 8, 000 
Planting, walls, and walks 6, 000 6, 000 

Total 12, 300 15, 000 741, 500 768, 800 


ExuInit H 
WILLow BEACH AREA 


Willow Beach was a favorite fishing spot on the river. As a lakeshore conces- 
sion on the Arizona side, not far from Hoover Dam, where trout fishing is best, 
its visitor use has exceeded all expectations. 


Public use 


1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 to 





date 
People 8, 437 14,419 | 34,822 | 27,309 8, 311 
Automobiles |} 3,431 5,407 | 12, 286 9, 401 | 2, 757 


' i 
EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 

Government facilities: 

5 miles surfaced road 

l4,-mile surfaced campground loop 

Public campground-trailer park 

Pit toilets 
Concessionaire facilities : 

Trailer park 

Docking facilities, boat rentals 

Boat-repair building 

Cafe 

Guide service 

CONCESSIONER DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED 


Plans approved for construction of: 
Boat-fueling facilities 
Residence (under construction ) 
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NPS proposed construction projects 


Item 1955 1956 1957 Later Potal 
Roads: 
Complete campground loop $4, 000 $4, OOK 
Cabin spur, route 35 $8. 000 § 000 
Concessioner parking area 7, 500 7, 500 
Parking area, contact station O00 1.000 
North shore trail, route 4 | 3, 400 3, 40K 
Wayside Exhibit Trail 1, 000 1, 000 
South Shore Trail 1, 600 1, 600 
Physical improvements 
Utilities 
Water system and well $12, 000 12, 000 
Sewer system 15, 000 15, 000 
Buildings 
Contact station 6, 000 6, 000 
Wayside exhibit 2, 500 2, 500 
Picnic shelters 4, 000 4. 000 
Comfort stations. } 36, 000 36, 000 
Boat dock } 5, 000 5, 000 
Well, pumphouse, and pressure tank - 1, 500 1, 500 
Miscellaneous: Campground and grounds 41, 000 41, 000 
Total 4, 000 12, 000 } 133, 500 149, 500 


ExHIsitT | 


ELDORADO CANYON AREA 


Eldorado Canyon area on the Nevada side of Lake Mohave was originally estab- 
lished as an important trout-fishing location on the Colorado River. However, 
as a lakeshore site it lacks suitable harbor protection and therefore it is likely 
that no further major development will be done there. It is probable that there 
will be a need for minor operation and that a public campground may be neces 
sary. The concession development has not kept up with visitor use. 


Public use 


) a : ) to 
4 IAM 1952 aaiien 

Peopl 21, 083 48, 54¢ 51, 637 33, 867 13, 572 

Automobiles 7,173 17, 099 17, 751 11, 797 4, 524 


EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 

Government facilities: 

Eldorado canyon spur BPR 4.3 miles 

Publie trailer park 

Pit toilets 
Concessionaire facilities : 

Trailer park 

Fisherman cabins 

Cafe and store 

Boat rentals 

Docking facilities 

Boat-repair shop 


CONCESSIONAIRE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED 


Plans approved for construction of: 
Car and boat-fueling facilities 
Sewage disposal system 
Comfort station 
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‘ : j 
NPS proposed construction projects 
Item 1955 1956 1957 Later Total 
Roads 
Surfacing canyon floor parking area and roads $5, 000 | $5, 000 
Eldorado campground road 2, 000 2, 000 
Physical improvements 
Buildings | 
Too] shed and yard 6, 000 6, 000 
Pienic shelters 2, 000 | 2, 000 
Campground development ee 
Total 21, 000 21, 000 


ExHIBit J 


SEARCHLIGHT FERRY AREA 


On the west side of Lake Mohae in Nevada farther down the lake from Eldo- 





rado Canyon is the Searchlight Ferry area. It is expanding in use through in- 
creased California patronage. It has a large harbor and the concessionaire pro- 
vides facilities for fishermen, including a small number of cabins. 





Public use 


1953 to 


1949 1950 1951 1952 date 
People 4,351 | 6,270} 6,089] 10,022 | 3, 531 
Automobiles ij Li } 2, 651 | 2, 448 | 2, 574 4, 363 1, 333 


EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 


Government facilities: 6 miles of roads 
Concessionaire facilities: 

Docking facilities 

Boat-repair shop 

Boat rentals 

Trailer parking 

Small cabins 








Store 
NPS proposed construction projects 
Wo a a soe 
Item 1955 1956 1957 | Later | Total 
~ hence measnsiadibiies BS LLL pel adic all lime dadadided | ae 
Roads | 
Campground road and parking. -- wt . $16,000 |..........] $16, 000 
Access roads, loop and parking < widdiss $14, 000 14, 000 
Cabin spur, Route 51 . 4, 000 7, 000 
Boat launching and boat trailer parking areas_...|......._- 2, 000 2, 000 
Searchlight ferry spur--.-. 24, 000 24, 000 
Trails 2, 300 | 2, 300 
Physical improvements 
Utilities 
Water system, campground and picnic area 12, 000 | 12, 000 
Sewer system, campground and picnic area. 12, 000 | 12, 000 
Sewer system, contact station. 1, 000 1, 000 
Buildings 
Contact station .....c.loii..L.2 L 3 dclis. siiiJ List. 10, 000 10, 000 
Comfort stations (2) .. a : —_ : _ 24, 000 24, 000 
Pump house... eeecenectocsacce Md~ Siriaoecbbaslewe deeb il 1, 500 | 1, 500 
Public dock ............ abidatpweertibuadiebes 5, 000 | 5, 000 
Pienic shelters. oun : Se 16, 000 | 16, 000 
Tool and storage shed iWJAt. Jat. 6, 000 6, 000 
Miscellaneous: Campground development, | 
planting and picnic area development, beach 
development and construction of a dike_. 17, 000 17, 000 
Total be ueantadmaenibades os 16, 000 143, 800 159, 800 
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ExHIrit K 


KATHERINE AREA 


Katherine Harbor on the Arizona side of Lake Mohave is the new concession 
site near Davis Dam. The natural harbor is excellent and the concessionaire has 
begun extensive, high standard development. 


Public use 


| 1958 to 








| 1949 1950 | 1951 1952 i 
e | date 
People th ondanstalsecobucdild a ee i 5, 313 8, 228 
Automobiles...........-.. i ae 1, 641 | 2, 625 


EXISTING DEVELOPMFNTS 

Government facilities : 

6 miles surfaced road 

Soat-docking facilities 

Bathing beach 

Public campground 

Pit toilets 
Concessioner facilities: 

Boat-docking facilities 

Boathouse and repair shop 

Boat rentals 

Public trailer park 

Cafe 

Overnight guest units (8 rooms) 


CONCESSIONER DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED 


Plans approved for construction of guest units (8 rooms), 1 eomplete; 1 under 
construction ; 2 additional approved. 


NPS proposed construction projects 


Item 1955 1956 1957 | Later Total 
Roads: 
Campground spur $15, 000 $15, 000 
Lodge spur and parking- $12, 000 12, 000 
Cabin spur and parking---.. $4, 000 | 4,000 
Picnic loop and parking - . 4,000 | : : 4, 000 
Parking area expansion 18, 000 18, 000 
Complete utility area 1, 000 1, 000 
Overlook spur, Route 18 4,000 | 4, 000 
BO, cweten women . 3, 500 3, 500 


Physical improvements: 
Utilities: 
. Water system-.-.-.-....... : . $20, 000 |_. 20. 000 


Irrigation system 12, 000 12, 000 
Sewer system aoe 15, 000 15, 000 
Power distribution system-... --|-- 4, 000 4,000 
Buildings: | 
Ranger station- -.- ad 12, 000 12, 000 
Lake overlook and wayside exhibit. 7, 500 7, 500 
Employees’ residence (3 bedroom) | 48, 300 48, 300 
Employees’ residence (2) (2 bedroom) - - . - | 27, 600 27, 600 
Garage and equipment shed ; 20, 000 20, 000 
Warehouse and shop building_- - - 12, 000 2, 000 
Comfort station, beach, and campground 48, 000 48, 000 
Beach and picnic area shelters 14, 000 14, 000 
Miscellaneous | 
Planting and fencing... ‘ : | 89,500 59, 500 
Grading and walks . se 4, 000 | 4, 000 
Total plans for Katherine- 12, 000 15,000 | 44,000 268, 200 389, 200 


| | 
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ExHIsiT L 
BITTER SPRINGS AREA 
Situated on the west side of the Virgin Arm of Lake Mead, the Bitter Springs 
area is an ideal place for development of fishermen’s facilities and is a scenic 
area of high value. 


PUBLIC USE 


None 
EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 
None. 
NPS proposed construction projects 
Item 1955 1956 1957 Later Total 

Roads 

BPR Virgin Arm access road $300, 000 $300, 000 

NPS miscellaneous roads and trails 20, 000 20, 000 
Physical improvements: Master plan layout com- | | 


parable to other minor development areas, includ- 


| 
ing trailer camp 


200,000 } 200, 000 


Total 520, 000 520, 000 


EXHIBIT N 


FIRE MOUNTAIN AREA 


The Fire Mountain area was recently selected for its excellent natural harbor 
and should become even more popular than Eldorado Canyon. 


NPS proposed construction projects 


| } | 





Item 1955 1956 | 1957 Late Total 
melt empeseppunhoen Ce tee etapa imine epee eitepee intial 
Roads | | | 
Access road, Eldorado Canyon to lake $120, 000 $120, 000 
Campground and picnic area road 22, 000 22, 000 
Residence and utility area road 6, 000 6, 000 
Boat trailer parking and launching ramp. | | 4,000 | 4, 000 
Lodge parking area_. 8, 000 8, 000 
Cabin parking loop 6, 000 6, 000 
Homesite road | $16,000 ! 16, 000 
Beach connecting trails 1, 700 1, 700 
Physical improvements 
Utilities | 
Water and irrigation system | 43,000 43, 000 
Sewer systems, campground, residence and | 
utility area | 34,000 34, 000 
Buildings | 
Contact station 15, 000 15, 000 
Residences (4 59, 800 | 59, 800 
Comfort stations (4 48, 000 | 48, 000 
Irrigation pumphouse - . 1, 500 | 1, 500 
Public boat dock 5, 000 5, 000 
Equipment storage and shop . 32, 500 | 32, 500 
Pumphouse, site No. 1314 1, 500 | 1, 500 


Miscellaneous: Campground, lecture circle, pic 
nic area, grading and planting, beach develop- 
ment | 47,500 47, 500 


Total 16, 000 455, 500 471, 500 
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‘ Exuisir O 
; DEVELOPED ARFAS—1953 


MAIN HEADQUARTERS, BouLpER Crry 


The main headquarters, consisting of an administration building and a utility 
area, is situated in Boulder City, Nev., as are the headquarters of other Govern- 
ment agencies, including the Bureau of Reclamation. The Boulder City Airport, 
directly adjacent to the city, is maintained by the Service. 


‘ EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS 
A. Headquarters building, completed in January 1953. 


B. Utility area and warehouse—old “Six-Company” warehouse. 
C. Airport hangar. 


NPS PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 
A. Utility office and warehouse, estimated cost $30,000. (Not proposed for 


the immediate future.) 
ExHIsiIT P 


OUTLYING AREAS—NEVADA 
The outlying areas include those portions of the recreation area where public 
use and protection require certain minimum facilities; such areas are scattered 


and are now remote or difficult of access. 


NPS development proposed 


Item 1955 | 1956 | 1957 Later | Total 
Roads | | 
BPR Nevada shore-access road, Fire Mountain } | 
to Searchlight Ferry, Route 12 $660, 000 $660, 000 
Newberry Mountain spur |} 39,000 39, 000 
Cottonwood Landing spur | | | 30, 000 30, 000 
Parking area and overlook, Petroglyph Canyon 10, 000 | 10, 000 
Campground road, Christmas Tree Pass 10, 000 10, 000 
Petroglyph Canyon trail J i | 400 400 
Christmas Tree Pass campground trail 4, 000 4, 000 


Physical improvements: / 
Utilities: Wells and pumps, Petroglyph Canyon | 
and Christmas Tree Pass campground 2, 000 | 2, 000 
Buildings 
Wayside exchange, Petroglyph Canyon and 


Christmas Tree Canyon 5, 000 5, 000 
Picnic table shelters, Petroglyph Canyon | } | | 
. and Christmas Tree Canyon 4, 500 4, 500 
Pit toilets, Petroglyph Canyon and Christ- | | 
mas Tree Canyon 1,000 1, 000 
Miscellaneous 
Roadside exhibits $9, 000 9, 000 
Entrance signs, picnic area development, 
° campground development, campsite de- | | 
velopment (Lake Mohave) | 500 500 
Total 9, 000 766, 400 775, 400 
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EXHIBIT Q 


OUTLYING AREAS, ARIZONA 





The outlying areas include those portions of the recreation area where public 
use and protection require certain minimum facilities, such areas are scattered 


and are now remote or difficult of access. 


NPS development proposed 




















Item 1955 1956 1957 Later Total 
— — —_ $$ $5 | —— eo 
Roads | 
Cottonwood Valley spur (homesite road) - - ‘ adoe eee -| $30,000 | $30,000 
Shivwits (West Mesa Prot. road) ; | $16, 200 |__. -.-.-_-| 16, 200 
Shivwits (Blue Mountain Prot. road) | $20,000 | 32, 400 | | 52, 400 
Shivwits Plateau Airstrip | 10,000 | 10, 000 
Colorado overlook picnic road... ... dhs dents 30, 000 | 30, 000 
Physica] improvements: | | 
Utilities: | | 
Water system, Shivwits ranger station 2, 500 2, 500 
Colorado River overlook water system 5, 000 | 5, 000 
Sewer system, Shivwits ranger station_. 1, 500 1, 500 
Colorado River overlook 3, 000 3, 000 
Powerplant, Shivwits ranger station 4, 500 4, 500 
Communications system (entire. area—FM | 
radio system 58, 000 58, 000 
Buildings; | 
Ranger station and residence (Shivwits 16, 100 16, 100 
Fire lookout, Blue Mountain (Shivwits) 8, 000 | 8, 000 
Wayside exhibit, Cottonwood Basin subdudd. 2 az | 2, 500 2, 500 
Wayside exhibit, Colorado River overlook 5, 000 | 5, 000 
Bunkhouse and kitchen (Shivwits) _- 16, 100 | 16, 100 
Storage and equipment (Shivwits)____. | 15, 000 15, 000 
Pit toilets (Shivwits) 800 800 
Comfort station, Colorado River overlook 24, 000 | 24, 000 
Picnie shelter, Colorado River overlook... 1, 500 1, 500 
Pumphouse and pressure tank 2, 500 | 2, 500 
Miscellaneous: Entrance signs, picnic area develop- | | 
ment at Colorado River overlook, and campsite | 
development, Lake Mohave | stntdl « | ; 11,000 11, 000 
} 
OUD isi hinnedeo-e> 78,000 | 48,600 | 189,000} 31,600 
i ' 
EXHIBIT R 
Calendar-year travel, by visitor-use sites 
To date 
¢ 5 5 } aU, 
1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 
Cummeensnenijemninens iene tlptierpetanieitnaieennistlienianisatmmntneeanants d v= iin 
People | | 
Boulder Beach 7 215, 713 334, 346 | 287,193 | 301,278 | 353, 559 
Las Vegas Wash. 164, 487 184, 697 217, 187 204, 161 236, 931 
Lost City gba 46, 982 44, 971 47,111 | 64, 356 78, 082 
Temple Bar 7, 950 8, 393 9, 543 15, 946 | 15, 975 
Willow Beach 8, 437 14,419 | 34,822 | 27, 309 8, 311 
Eldorado Canyon 21, 083 48, 546 51, 637 | 33, 867 | 13, 572 
Searchlight Ferry -. 4, 351 6, 270 6, 089 10, 022 | 3, 531 
Pierce Ferry-. 1, 856 1, 620 | 2, 056 991 | 1, 835 
Katherine 5, 313 | 8, 228 
Cars: | | | 
Boulder Beach 63, 949 95, 258 98, 939 123, 063 
Las Vegas Wash 67, 456 | 69, 725 65, 797 76, 855 
Lost City 13, 626 14, 398 19, 073 26, 291 
Temple Bar 3, 073 2, 955 5, 317 | 6, 
Willow Beach 3, 431 12, 286 9, 401 2, 757 
Eldorado Canyon 7,173 7, 751 11, 797 4, 524 
Searchlight Ferry 2, 651 2, 574 4, 363 1, 333 
Pierce Ferry 627 736 348 640 
Katherine - 1, 641 2, 625 


ee ete 
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TITLE 36—PAaRKS8, FORESTS, AND MEMORIALS 
CHAPTER I—NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Part 1—GBNERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS 
PArT 2—GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS—NATIONAL RECREATIONAL AREAS 
Part 283—LAKE MEAD RECREATIONAL AREA ; OPERATION OF PRIVATELY OWNED Boats 


AMENDMENTS 


Basis and Purposes. Section 3 of the’ act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 
16 U. 8. C., 1946 ed., sec. 3), establishing the National Park Service, authorizes 
and directs the Secretary of the Interior to make and publish such rules and 
regulations as he may deem necessary or proper for the use and management 
of the parks, monuments, and reservations under the jurisdiction of the National 
Park Service. 

Under funds appropriated to it for that purpose pursuant to authority con- 
tained in the act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 885; 16 U. S. C., 1946 ed., sec. 
17j-2), and subject to the terms of cooperative agreements with other agencies 
of the Department of the Interior, the National Park Service administers the 
recreational uses of the areas known and designated as the Lake Mead National 
Recreational Area, Arizona and Nevada; the Millerton Lake National Recrea- 
tional Area, California; and the Coulee Dam National Recreational Area, 
Washington. 

For the past several years the Lake Mead National Recreational Area has 
been administered under regulations which are applicable generally to the na- 
tional parks and monuments. No regulations have been promulgated to govern 
the Millerton Lake and Coulee Dam National Recreational Areas. In view of 
the many and varied uses permitted in the national recreational areas, many 
of which are incompatible with the administration of the national parks and 
monuments, it is deemed essential that regulations especially adaptable to 
recreational areas should be issued. 

The first seven amendments are designed to eliminate all references to Lake 
Mead National Recreational Area from the General Rules and Regulations of 
the National Park Service. The eighth amendment will revoke existing special 
beating regulations applicable to that Area.. The ninth amendment will add 
a new Part 2 to Chapter I of the National Park Service regulations, which will 
be applicable only to the three national recreational areas now administered by 
that Service. 

By a notice of proposed rule making published in the Federal Register of 
May 19, 1951 (16 F. R. 4724), the public was invited to participate in the 
preparation of these amendments by submitting their views, data, or argumerits, 
in writing, to the Director, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, 
Washington 25, D. C., within 30 days from the date of publication of the notice. 
In addition, meetings were held locally with members of sportsmen’s associations 
and other interested persons and organizations to discuss the proposed regula- 
tions. After due consideration of all written and oral Comments and sugges- 
tions received, the proposed regulations have been revised and it has been deter- 
mined that they should be issued at this time as so revised. Accordingly, the 
following action is taken under the authority contained in section 3 of the act of 
August 25, 1916, supra: 

1. Section 1.0 General provisions, is amended to delete the words “the Lake 
Mead Recreational Area.” 

2, Paragraph (e), Section 1.1 Definitions, is amended to delete the words 
‘Lake Mead Recreational Area.” 

3. Section 1.4 Fishing, is amended as follows: 

Paragraph (a) is amended to delete the words “the Lake Mead Recreational 
Area.” 

Paragraph (m) is reyoked. 

Paragraph (n) is redesignated paragraph (m). 

4. Paragraph (f), Section 1.9 Protection of wildlife, is revoked. 

5. Section 1.27 Prospecting and mining, is amended to delete the second sen- 
tence thereof reading as follows: “Mineral lands within the Lake Mead Recrea- 
tional Area may, in the discretion of the Secretary, be opened to location, entry, 
and patent under the general mining laws, under the provisions of the act of 
April 23, 1932 (47 Stat. 186; 43 U. S. C., 1946 ed., sec. 154).” 
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6. Paragraph (a), Section 1.36 Commercial automobiles and busses, is 
amended to delete the words “Lake Mead Recreational Area (except the King- 
man-Las Vegas Highway).” 

7. Paragraph (a), Section 1.61 Aircraft, is amended as follows: 

Subparagraph (5) Lake Mead Recreational Area, Arizona and Nevada, is 
revoked. 

Subparagraph (6) Katmai National Monument, Alaska, is redesignated sub- 
paragraph (5). 

8. Part 23—LaKke MEAD RECREATIONAL AREA: OPERATION OF PRIVATELY OWNED 
Boats, is revoked in its entirety. 

9. Part 2—GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS, NATIONAL RECREATIONAL AREAS, 
reading as follows, is added to Chapter I: 


Private and commercial uses. 
Advertisements. 

Closing of area 

Vehicles. 

Houseboats. 

22 Boats, private. 

23 Boats, commercial. 
Restricted waters. 

25 Speed of water-borne craft. 

26 Obstructions. 

27 Compliance with Federal laws and regulations. 

.28 Discrimination in furnishing public accommodations. 

Section 2.1 General provisions. (a) The regulations in this part shall be 
applicable to the following National Recreational Areas: 

(1) Lake Mead National Recreational Area, Arizona and Nevada, admin- 
istered by the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, in cooperation 
with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department 
of the Interior, pursuant to a memorandum of agreement between the National 
Park Service and the Bureau of Reclamation, approved October 13, 1936, as 
amended by supplemental agreement between said two agencies, approved July 
18, 1947, and as further detailed in a cooperative agreement between the National 
Park Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs approved November 11, 1937. 

(2) Millerton Lake National Recreational Area, California, administered by 
the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, in cooperation with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, as detailed in a memorandum 
of agreement between the two agencies, approved May 22, 1945. 

(3) Coulee Dam National Recreational Area, Washington, administered by 
the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, in cooperation with the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the 
Interior, as detailed in a memorandum of agreement among the three agencies, 
approved December 18, 1946. 

(b) These regulations, however, shall not be applicable to any of the activities 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, its officers, employees, agents, or contractors in 
connection with the construction or operation and maintenance of the works 
of the respective reclamation projects directly associated with any of the above- 
mentioned areas. 

(c) These regulations shall not apply to or on any of the trust or restricted 
Indian Lands, either tribally or individually owned, within any of the above- 
described areas. 

(d) Wherever in these regulations the Superintendent is authorized to pro- 
hibit or restrict certain actions by the public in an area designated by him, he 
shall inform the public of the prohibited or restricted action by posting official 
signs and shall indicate the limits of the restricted area on a map which shall be 
available for public inspection in the office of the Superintendent. The posting 
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2.1 General provisions. 

2.2 Definitions. 

2.3 Camping. 

2.4 Pienicking 

2.5 Hunting and trapping 

2.6 Fishing. 

2.7 Swimming and bathing. 

2.8 Firearms and explosives. 

2.9 Fires 

2.10 Public property ; miscellaneous provisions. 
2.11 Sanitation. 

2.12 Disorderly conduct. 

2.13 Pets. 

2.14 Aircraft. 

2.15 Accidents. 
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of official signs shall be accomplished by placing them conspicuously at appropri- 
ate intervals in such manner as to afford the public full notice of all restrictions 
and of the limits of restricted areas. 

Section 2.2 Definitions. As used in the regulations in this part, unless other- 
wise indicated : 

(a) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) The term “Director” means the Director of the National Park Service. 

(c) The term “Regional Director’ means the administrative officer in charge 
of a region of the National Park Service. 

(d) The term “Superintendent” means the administrative officer in charge of 
a national recreational area to which the regulations in this part are applicable, 
or his authorized representative. 

(e) The term “areas” means the national recreational areas to which the regu- 
lations in this part are applicable. 

(f) (1) The term “Lake Mead National Recreational Area” means the prop- 
erty owned by the United States, including the water surface of Lake Mead and 
Lake Mohave, within that portion of the Boulder Canyon Project which is admin- 
istered by the National Park Service, shown outlined in green on a map thereof 
(Drawing by Thomas 8-3—49, Division of Landscape Architecture, Region Three, 
National Park Service, Department of the Interior), a copy of which shall be 
tiled with the regulations in this part with the Division of the Federal Register, 
and a copy of which shall be kept in the office of the Superintendent for public 
inspection. 

(2) The term “Millerton Lake National Recreational Area’ means the property 
owned by the United States, including the water surface of Millerton Lake, within 
that portion of the Friant Division of the Central Valley Project which is admin- 
istered by the National Park Service, shown outlined in green on a map thereof 
(Drawing No. F 1062B, dated April 3, 1942, Rev. 10-7—43 of Friant Division), a 
copy of which shall be filed with the regulations in this part with the Division 
of the Federal Register, and a copy of which shall be kept in the office of the 
Superintendent for public inspection. 

(3) The term “Coulee Dam National Recreational Area” means the property 
owned by the United States, including the water surface of Roosevelt Lake, within 
that portion of the Columbia Basin Project which is administered by the National 
Park Service, shown outlined in green on the set of maps comprising 4 sheets 
numbered RA—CD-7001, 2, 3, and 4, dated April 15, 1946, a copy of which shall 
be filed with the regulations in this part with the Division of the Federal Register, 
and a copy of which shall be kept in the office of the Superintendent for public 
inspection. Nothing contained in these regulations, however, shall be construed 
as, in any way, conflicting with the paramount rights of the Indians of the 
Spokane and Colville Reservations to use for hunting, fishing, and boating pur- 
poses, the area set aside by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the act of 
June 29, 1940 (54 Stat. 708), which areas are designated on the above-mentioned 
maps as the Spokane Indian Zone and the Colville Indian Zone, respectively. 

(g) The term “commercial boat” shall include any barge, raft, canoe, rowboat, 
motorboat, motor vessel, or other craft kept or used for rental or for carrying 
passengers for hire or used in transporting movable property for a fee or profit, 
either as a direct charge to a second party, or as an incident to other services 
provided to the second party, or in connection with any business. 

(h) The term “private boat” shall include any raft, canoe, rowboat, motorboat, 
motor vessel, or other craft which may be placed on or operated upon the waters 
of the areas for the private recreational use of the owner or operator, and for 
which no fee or other charge is made by any person, firm, or corporation in con- 
nection with the use thereof on the waters of the areas. 

(f) The term “water-borne craft” shall include private and commercial boats 
as defined herein. 

Section 2.3. Camping. (a) Camping is permitted in the areas except in parts 
where the Superintendent has posted conspicuous signs stating that they are 
closed to camping. 

(b) The Superintendent may establish limitations on the time allowed for 
camping in any public camping ground, and upon the posting of such limitation 
no person shall camp for a period longer than that specified for the particular 
campground. Notice of such limitation shall be posted in a conspicuous place at 
the campground. 

(c) Overnight camping is prohibited in picnic grounds. 
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Section 2.4 Picnicking. . Picnicking is permitted in the areas. The Super- 
intendent may, however, prohibit picnicking. within designated portions of the 
areas and may establish reasonable limitations on the length of time any person 
er group of persons may use any picnicking facility when, in his judgment, such 
limitations are necessary for the accommodation of the visiting public. 

Section 2.5 Hunting and trapping. (a) Hunting and trapping will be per- 
mitted in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws for the 
protection of wildlife, except in developed and/or concentrated public-use areas 
designated by the Superintendent. Portions of the areas in which hunting and 
trapping are not permitted will be marked on the ground and designated on a 
map of the area which will be available for inspection in the office of the Super- 
intendent. 

(b) Millerton Lake National Recreational Area, in the interest of public 
safety, is closed to hunting. 

Section 2.6 Fishing. Fishing is permitted within the areas in accordance 
with all applicable Federal, State, and lecal laws for the protection of fish and 
other aquatic life, except that in Lake Mead National Recreational Area fishing is 
prohibited in Black Canyon within limits posted by appropriate official signs or 
markers adjacent to Hoover Dam and within limits similarly posted adjacent to 
Davis Dam. 

Section 2.7 Swimming and bathing. Swimming and bathing are permitted, 
except in waters designated by the Superintendent as waters in which such 
activities are prohibited in the interest of public health and safety. 

Section 2.8 Firearms and explosives. The carrying of loaded firearms or 
explosives in developed and/or concentrated public use areas designated by the 
Superintendent is prohibited. In all other areas firearms or explosives shall not 
be used in a manner so as to endanger persons or property. 

Section 2.9 Fires. .(a) Due diligence shall be exercised in building and put- 
ting out fires to prevent damage to trees and vegetation and to prevent forest 
and grass fires. In areas provided with such facilities, the fireplaces constructed 
for the convenience of visitors must be used, The building of fires on any lands 
within the areas may be prohibited or limited by the Superintendent by the post- 
ing of adequate official signs when the hazard makes such action necessary. 

(b) Permission to burn on any cleanup operation within the area must first 
be obtained, in writing, from the Superintendent, and in such cases as it is 
deemed advisable, such burning will be under Government supervision. | All costs 
of suppression and all damages caused by reason of loss of control of such burn- 
ing operations shall be paid by the person or persons to whom such permit has 
been granted. 

Section 2.10 Public property; miscellaneous previsions. (a), The willful de- 
struction, injury, defacement, or removal of public property is prohibited. 

(b) The Superintendent may permit the collection or removal of natural 
objects. 

(ec) The Superintendent or other officer having authority to grant such au- 
thorization may, upon such terms and conditions as are deemed by him to be 
adequate to protect the interests of the United States, grant permits for the re- 
moval of sand, gravel, or building materials, and make reasonable charges 
therefor. 

Section 2.11 Sanitation. (a) No garbage or rubbish of any kind shall be 
thrown or dumped in the waters of the areas or along the roads, in picknicking 
or camping sites, or on any other lands of the areas, but shall be burned or 
buried, or disposed of at points or places designated: for the disposal thereof. 

(b) Contamination of watersheds or of any water used for drinking purposes is 
prohibited. 

(ce) All comfort stations shall be used in a clean and sanitary manner. 

(d) Saddle, pack, or draft animals shall not be kept in, or within 300 feet of 
any campgrounds. 

(e) Toilets on water-borne craft must not be emptied in the waters of the 
areas when such craft are at dock or when within one mile of public ports or pub- 
lie beach areas. 

Section 2.12 Disorderly conduct. (a) Persons who render themselves ob 
noxious by disorderly conduct, bad behavior, or indecent exposure shall be sub- 
ject to the penalties prescribed by law for violation of these regulations and in 
addition thereto, or in lieu thereof, may be summarily removed from the areas 
by the Superintendent. 

(b) No person who is under the influence of intoxicating liquors or narcotic 
drugs shall operate a water-borne craft, aircraft, or motor vehicle of any kind 
within the areas. 
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Section 2.13 Pets. Dogs, cats, and dther pets must be under physical restric- 
tive control at all times when in developed and/or concentrated public use areas 
designated by the Superintendent. Such pets shall not be permitted in public 
eating places or on swimming beaches at any time. 

Section 2.14 Aircraft. (a) No person shall land aircraft on any water or 
land surface within the areas, other than at one of the following designated 
landing sites: 

(1) Lake Mead National Recreational Area, Arizona and Nevada. 

(i) Boulder City Municipal Field located in Sections 8, 9, 16, and 17, Town- 
ship 23 South, Range 64 East, Mt. Diablo Meridian, Nevada. 

(ii) The entire surface of Lake Mead, except that no aircraft shall be per- 
mitted to land or take off within 500 feet of public bathing beaches, boat do¢ks, 
floats, piers, ramps, or water control structures. 

(iii) Temple Bar landing strip located at approximate latitude 36 degrees 
north, approximate longitude 114 degrees 19 minutes west. 

(iv) Pierce’s Ferry landing strip located at approximate latitude 36 degrees 
03 minutes north, approximate longitude 114 degrees 05 minutes west. 

(v) Davis Dam landing strip located in Sections 30 and 31, Township 21 
north, Range 21 West, Gila and Salt River Meridian, Arizona. 

(vi) Entire surface of Lake Mohave, except that no aircraft shall be per- 
mitted to land or take off within 500 feet of public bathing beaches, boat docks, 
floats, piers, ramps, or water control structures or within 10 miles of Hoover 
Dam. 

(vii) Searchlight Ferry Landing Strip, located at approximate latitude 35 
degrees 27 minutes north, approximate longitude 114 degrees 30 minutes west. 

(2) Coulee Dam National Recreational Area, Washington. (a) The entire sur- 
face of Roosevelt Lake, except that no aircraft shall be permitted to land or take 
off within 500 feet of public bathing beaches, boat docks, floats, piers, ramps, 
or water control structures. 

(b) The provisions of this section shall not be applicable to aircraft (1) 
engaged on official business of the Federal Government, (2) used in emergency 
rescue in accordance with the directions of the officer in charge of the area, 
or (3) forced to land due to unforeseeable circumstances beyond the control 
of the operator. 

Section 2.15 Accidents. Accidents required to be reported by the applicable 
State statutes and regulations shall be reported to the Superintendent, or his 
field representative, by the person or persons involved in the accident. 

Section 2.16 Grazing and agricultural use. The running at large, herding, 
driving across, or grazing of livestock of any kind on the Government lands in 
the areas, or the use of such lands for agricultural purposes, is prohibited, except 
where written authority therefor has been granted by the Superintendent or 
under a valid lease from the United States. 

Section 2.17 Private and commercial uses. (a) No person, other than em- 
ployees of the National Park Service, shall reside permanently in the areas, 
except in accordance with the provisions of a permit or other written agreement 
with the United States authorizing such use. 

(b) No person, firm, or corporation, or their representatives, shall engage 
in or solicit any business in the areas, except in accordance with the provisions 
of a permit, contract, or other written agreement with the United States. 

(c) No person, firm, or corporation shall erect, construct, or attempt to erect 
or construct a building, boat dock, road, trail, path, or other way, telephone line, 
telegraph line, power line, or other private or public utility, upon, across, over, 
through, or under any federally owned lands within the areas, except in accord- 
ance with the provisions of a valid permit, contract, or other written agreement 
with the United States. 

Section 2.18 Advertisements. Private notices or advertisements shall not 
be posted, distributed, or displayed in the areas, except such as the Superin- 
tendent may deem necessary for the convenience and guidance of the public. 

Section 2.19 Closing of area. The Superintendent, in his discretion, may 
close to public use any part.of the areas during any period of emergency endan- 
gering life or property. 

Section 2.20 Vehicles. (a) Subject to the limiting provisions of this section 
and such special regulations as may be issued to govern a particular area, 
motor vehicles, trailers, and other vehicles entering the areas shall be operated 
in accordance with the applicable State laws and regulations then current within 
the particular section of the area in which the vehicle is being operated. 
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(b) Drivers of all vehicles operated within the areas shall comply with the 
directions of all official traffic signs posted in an area. 

(c) Load and weight limitations shall be those prescribed and posted from 
time to time by the Superintendent, and such limitations shall be complied with 
by the operators of all vehicles using the roads of the areas. Schedules showing 
load and weight limitations for the different roads within the areas may be seen 
at the office of the Superintendent and at ranger stations at entrances to the areas. 

Section 2.2 Houseboats. No waterborne craft may be used for permanent 
living accommodations except under permit from the Superintendent. 

Section 2.22 Boats, private. Operators of private boats on the waters of the 
areas may register such boats with the Superintendent and secure a registration 
number and certificate which will aid in the recovery of lost or stolen boats. 

Section 2.23 Boats, commercial. No commercial boat shall be launched or 
docked at any point on the federally owned shorelands surrounding the waters of 
the areas or make use of any launching or docking facility within the areas, 
except as authorized by permit, contract, or other written agreement with the 
United States. 

Section 2.24 Restricted waters. (a) Except to effect rescue or unless other- 
wise specifically authorized, no water-borne craft shall be operated within any 
waters zoned and marked as migratory bird rest waters or for related wildlife 
uses, including waters zoned and marked for fish culture purposes. 

(b) No motorboat, motor vessel, or other motor-operated craft shall be per- 
mitted to approach within 200 feet of any designated beaches, except to effect 
rescue. 

(c) No water-borne craft shall approach within 200 feet of any dam or other 
restricted engineering works within the area, except to effect rescue: Provided, 
That in Lake Mead National Recreational Area no motorboat craft shall ap- 
proach Hoover or Davis Dams closer than the limits posted by appropriate official 
signs or markers. 

(d) The Superintendent, in his discretion, may exclude the operation of water- 
borne craft within any designated waters when such action is necessary to pro- 
tect life and property. Such restricted areas shall be defined by booms or markers 
and shall be designated on a map of the restricted portions, copies of which shall 
be posted at all public docks for convenient inspection. 

(e) The provisions of this section shall not apply to any boats operated for 
official use by any agency of the United States, or of the States in which the 
waters within a particular area are situated. 

Section 2.25 Speed of water-borne craft. The speed of water-borne craft shall 
be restricted to speeds reasonable for the time, place, and surrounding conditions, 
i. e., nO such craft shall be operated in a reckless or negligent manner so as to 
endanger the life, limb, or property of any person. 

Section 2.26 Obstructions. Unless otherwise specifically authorized, no log 
boom, pier, fence, pile, anchorage, or other obstruction shall be installed in the 
waters of the areas without a permit therefor issued by the Superintendent 
designating the place and manner of its installation. 

Section 2.27 Compliance with Federal laws and regulations. Nothing con- 
tained in the regulations in this part shall relieve any water-borne craft, the 
owner, or the operator thereof, from the obligation to comply with the applicable 
laws of the United States and the rules and regulations of the United States 
Coast Guard or other Federal agencies operative within the areas. 

Section 2.28 Discrimination in furnishing public accommodations. The pro- 
prietor, owner, or operator and the employees of any hotel, inn, lodge, or other 
public accommodations within the areas are prohibited from (a) publicizing such 
facilities in any manner that would directly or inferentially reflect upon or ques- 
tion the acceptability of the patronage of any person or persons because of race, 
creed, color, or national origin; and (b) discriminating against any person or 
persons because of race, creed, color, or national origin by refusing to furnish such 
person or persons any accommodations, facilities, or privileges, offered to or 
enjoyed by the general public. 

Issued this 27th day of June 1952. 

(Sgd.) Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND THE 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION RELATING T0 THE DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE BOULDER CANYON PROJECT AREA 
WHEREAS the Bureau of Reclamation is charged with responsiility for the 

construction, operation and maintenance of the Boulder Canyon Project; and 
WHEREAS a large area of land has been withdrawn for the purposes of the 

project in accordance with the first form of withdrawal authorized by section 

3 of the act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the exterior limits of which are: 

are marked in blue on the attached map marked “Appendix A,” and which ares 

as so indicated or as it may hereafter be altered by the proper authority is 
herein designated as the Boulder Canyon Project Area; and 
WHEREAS a large number of visitors used the lands and waters of the 

Boulder Canyon Project Area for purposes of recreation ; and 
WHEREAS the National Park Service has an organization experienced in 

administering areas devoted to recreational uses: and 
WHEREAS the National Park Service has authority and funds for the admin- 

istration, protection and maintenance of the recreational activities of the Boulder 

Canyon Project Area and for the construction and improvement of roads and 

trails therein (Public No. 741, 74th Congress) ; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the National Park Service and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, do hereby mutually 
agree as follows: 


ARTICLE I, GENERAL PROVISIONS 


1, The Bureau of Reclamation shall retain complete jurisdiction and authority 
over and responsibility for Boulder Dam, all engineering works connected there 
with and the territory immediately adjacent thereto. The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion shall also retain jurisdiction and authority over and responsibility for 
Boulder City and all activities therein located. The National Park Service shall 
have jurisdiction over the remainder of the Boulder Canyon Project Area, in- 
cluding the airport on the outskirts of Boulder City, and shall have authority 
over and responsibility for all activities conducted or to be conducted thereon 
The agreed territorial division of authority and jurisdiction between the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the National Park Service is more definitely shown on the 
maps which are made a part of this agreement and attached hereto as “Appendix 
A” and “Appendix B.” 

2. It is mutually understood that the Boulder Canyon Project was constructed 
for the storage, release and utilization of water, and that the accomplishment 
of those purposes is to be the dominant consideration in the administration 
and utilization of the Boulder Canyon Project Area in a whole. The Bureau of 
Reclamation shall retain, therefore, complete and exclusive control of the flow 
and utilization of water at the Dam as well as of all public access to the Dam 
and the engineering works connected therewith. Likewise, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation shall retain the right to determine any controversy which may arise be- 
cause of conflict between the recreational uses of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Area and the uses of the project for storage, release and utilization of water, 
and the National Park Service agrees to accept such determination, subject to 
the right to request the Secretary of the Interior to consider and adjudge 
the propriety of the determination made by the Bureau which determination 
shall remain effective unless and until it is reversed by the said Secretary. 

3. Prior to making any new development or granting any concession, lease, 
license or permit, which, because of its nature or location, will affect directly 
or indirectly Boulder City or Boulder Dam or any established business or activity 
at either the City or the Dam, the National Park Service shall secure the appro- 
val of the Bureau of Reclamation. Likewise, before making any new develop 
ment or granting any concession, lease, license or permit at Boulder City or 
Boulder Dam, which will affect directly or indirectly the recreational and tourist 
facilities on the remainder of the Boulder Canyon Project Area, the Bureau of 
Reclamation shall secure the approval of the National Park Service. If either 
the Bureau of Reclamation or the National Park Service, as the case may be, 
refuses to grant its approval, and if the difference of opinion between the two 
cannot be resolved informally by them, the development shall not proceed or the 
concession, lease, permit or license shall not issue, but the difference of opinion 
may be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior for consideration, after which 
such action shall be taken as is determined to be proper by said Secretary. It 
is understood and agreed that the provisions of this paragraph shall not be 








92 BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


operative where the proposed action affects the storage, release and utilization 
of water, in which case the provisions of paragraph 2, above, shall control. 

4. The income from all leases, licenses, or permits issued by the National 
Park Service within the Boulder Canyon Project Area will be deposited in a 
special deposit account for payment to the Bureau of Reclamation for the benefit 
of the Colorado River Dam Fund pursuant to the Act of December 21, 1928 
(45 Stat. 1057). 


ARTICLE II. FUNCTIONS OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Subject to the territorial limitations and other provisions contained in Article 
I hereof, the National Park Service shall: 

1. Prepare also plans for the development of recreational facilities including 
roads and trails, supervise the construction of such facilities, or, if found desir- 
able, undertake and prosecute the construction of such facilities. 

2. Advertise for, evaluate and approve or reject all bids or contracts for the 
installation or construction of recreational facilities. 

3. Negotiate and enter into contracts, with the approval of the Secretary of 
the Interior, with private individuals, partnerships, or corporations for supplying 
necessary public services related to the recreational use of the area, including 
the use of Lake Mead for boating, canoeing, bathing, and sight-seeing; and 
to prescribe and enforce reasonable rates and standards for the supplying of 
such services. No such contract shall be entered into which shall extend for 
a period of more than 20 years, except that such contracts may be renewable 
for additional periods of not more than 20 years in the discretion of the National 
Park Service. 

4. Supervise and operate, or enter into a contract with private ilndividuals, 
partnerships or corporations for the operation of the Boulder City airport. 

5. Establish and enforce policies regarding the occupation or leasing of lands 
of the area for any purpose not related to construction or operation of Boulder 
Dam and related works, including the reservoir, and Boulder City. It is under- 
stood that mining and grazing shall be permitted under the control and super- 
vision of the National Park Service. 

6. Make and enforce rules and regulations for the conservation of any historic 
or archeological remains, and for control of all archeological excavation and 
historic or archeological research and, in its discretion, establish a museum 
or museums or adopt other means of displaying the archeological, historical, 
planus, animal, and mineral resources of the area. 

8. Establish and maintain ranger, educational, life guard and other special 
services as may be necessary for the safe and full use of the area for recreational 
purposes. 

9. Control all public transportation on the area, whether by land or water or 
air, except such transportation as the Bureau of Reclamation may require for 
the performance of its functions. 

10. Coordinate its activities with those of the Bureau of the Biological Survey 
for the conservation and protection of wildlife within the area. 

11. Extend to the Bureau of Reclamation advice and counsel in connection 
with any park, resort, or recreational development within the limits of Boulder 
City, whether intended primarily for use by residents of the City or the visiting 
public. 


ARTICLE III. FUNCTIONS OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Subject to the territorial limitations and other provisions contained in Article I 
hereof, the Bureau of Reclamation shall: 

1. Operate Boulder Dam and reservoir and incidental engineering works for 
the proper storage, release, protection, and utilization of water. 

2. Operate and administer Boulder City. This power shall include authority 
to make and enforce all rules and regulations necessary for government of 
the City and maintenance of law and order and shall include the power to control 
all activities within the City, whether recreational or otherwise, and to issue 
leases, permits, or licenses therefor. 

8. Consult with the National Park Service on all matters in connection with 
the development or administration of Boulder City which relate to the establish- 
ment of parks or other recreational facilities, or which may in any way affect 
the development, administration, or use of the remainder of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Area for recreational purposes. 
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4. Provide, in so far as it cin without additional expense, facilities in Boulder 
City to accommodate the administrative personnel of the National Park Service 
located on the Boulder Canyon Project Area, 

5. Establish and enforce rules and regulations govering public access to 
Boulder Dam and the engineering works appurtenant thereto, and for the control 
of traffic on the roads providing immediate access to the Dam and its appurtenant 
engineering works. 

6. Provide, directly or by contract, such skilled guide and lecture service 
at the Dam as may be necessary to give the visiting public the important facts 
regarding it, including the history of its construction, and coordinate such edu- 
cational activity with any related educational service which may be established 
elsewhere in the area by the National Park Service. 

7. Establish and, in coperation with the National Park Service, enforce such 
limits of approach to the Dam by water as may be necessary either for its 
efficient functioning or for the safety of the public. 


ARTICLE IV. TERMINATION 


This agreement shall remain in force until otherwise directed by the Secretary 
of the Interior, in the exercise of his discretion, or until the enactment by Con- 
gress of legislation inconsistent herewith. 

Signed this 29 day of August 1936. 

(Sgd) A. BE. DemMaray, 

Acting Director, National Park Service. 
(Sgd) R. F. Watrer, 

Acting Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation. 

Approved : October 13, 1936. 

(Sed) H.L. Ickes, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


(The following letter subsequently was submitted for the record by 
Mr. Baggley :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA, 
Boulder City, Nev., October 6, 1953. 
Hon. Ciirron YounGe, 
Congressman, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Youne: I appreciate the opportunity of supplementing my 
statement, made at the hearing held by your subcommittee at Boulder City, 
Ney., September 21. I am including information which will clarify and per- 
haps offset some of the statements made by Mr. Stephen Morhead, representing 
Frederick B. Patterson, owner of Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, and the 
present concessionaire. I offer factual information on the following points 
which were included in Mr. Morhead’s statement. 

(1) It was stated that the “National Park Service would not permit the 
concessionaire to build the lodge facilities where they could be seen by the 
public and because of that they have been difficult and sometimes unprofitable 
to operate.” 

Mr. Patterson acquired the concession facilities from the previous owner in 
December 1941, with full knowledge that the original concessionaire was com- 
mitted to a rather large development. Land area had been allotted for a 
central lodge building, offices, dining service, curio store, parking areas and 
related services, with additional space sufficient to construct single-story hous- 
ing sufficient for from 150 to 400 persons. The present structures which are 
called the Lake Mead Lodge were the initial housing units and were never 
intended to be more than that. The location set aside for the central lodge 
building, dining rooms, and offices was a prominent and conspicuous place, 
on a small ridge between the campground and the present lodge buildings. 

(2) It was stated that Mr. Patterson acquired the concession on December 
6, 1941, and that “during the period of the war continually lost money because 
there were no tourists.” 

The 3 housing units consisting of 18 rooms each were constructed in early 
1942. The records indicate that they were occupied almost 100 percent through 
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and until well after the war, both by tourists and permanent residents who 
had no other place to live in the community. At that time B. M. I. and the 
Three Kids mining operations brought in a lot of extra people. 

The records also show 1948 to be the lowest travel year during the war. 
That year, 215,000 persons came to, and used, the recreation area. In fact, 
there were a sufficient number of tourists to justify the special construction 
of picnic facilities, changing houses, and sanitary facilities on the lake shore 
to accommodate them. 

(3) The Service did not make good on promises made to Mr. Patterson. 

(a) “They agreed to build a breakwater to protect the present harbor.” 

(b) “They agreed to build a golf course.” 

(c) “They agreed to locate the road in front of the lodge building. 

(ad) “It was agreed that the Service administration building would be 
built at the lake.” 

(a) There is no record in our file of any promise, either expressed or implied, 
under which the Service would build a breakwater for protection of the boat 
harbor. I do not know such a project was discussed and considered to be one of 
the things that might sometime be done in the event there was a large low- 
cost public-works project. It is estimated that such a breakwater would cost, 
even at a conservative estimate, more than one-half million dollars. There 
is also considerable difference of opinion among engineers as to whether such 
a project would be practical, since it would reduce in size considerably the 
present harbor. 

(b) I believe Mr. Morhead jumped at a conclusion that the Service agreed 
to build a golf course because a space was allotted in the lake-shore planning 
for a golf course, but our construction records, which go back a long time, show 
no proposal to have been made by this Service. 

(c) Several different plans were considered but the plan adopted, and that 
to which the concessionaire agreed, did not include a road in front of the lodge. 
Everyone concerned at that time agreed to the desirability of keeping traffic 
behind the lodge development so as to keep the foreground as free as possible 
from traffic intrusion and to allow space for walkways leading to the beach and 
waterfront. 

(d) The recent construction of the headquarters administration building was 
thoroughly considered by the Director and his staff, the regional director, and 
the architects. It was felt desirable to place the building in Boulder City, 
because of our close cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation officials, Boulder 
City officials, and also that we would be easily accessible to business people with 
whom we deal. We also felt it desirable to locate the office in Boulder City to 
give the employees who are required to work at Boulder City the advantages of 
living as near as possible to their work, school, and church facilities. 

It was stated that the National Park Service would not permit the conces- 
sionaire to enlarge the bar and cafe. Mr. Patterson submitted at least two 
proposals, to my knowledge, for remodeling the present so-called temporary 
dining room and bar, which actually occupies space originally intended for 
overnight accommodations. In each case our Service recommended against it 
because it would further temporize with a temporary, inadequate building. We 
felt that the same money invested in structures leading toward accomplishment 
of the initial plan would be much more profitable and desirable. We still feel 
that the concessionaire’s lack of success is largely due to his failure to complete 
the initial plant which he was committed to install at the time he took over the 
concession. 

The National Park Service, anticipating that the concessionaire would go 
ahead with this initial development, constructed utilities sufficient to handle a 
housing and feeding operation for 1,000 to 1,500 persons. We still feel that such 
an operation is highly desirable and certainly would be profitable if well 
managed. 

(5) It was stated that, “the Park Service insisted on the remodeling of cabin 
roofs at Overton to match the National Park Service outhouse roofs.” 

Without clearance as to where it would fit into the accepted plan of develop- 
ment, the concessionaire moved wornout tent frames from VDierce Ferry to 
Overton. The Service architect recommended certain minimum remodeling and 
modernizing work, which would include a correction in the pitch of the old tent 
frame roofs. Actually the architect’s recommendation, if followed, would have 
saved the concessionaire considerable cost on each cabin. 

The contract under which the concessionaire operates requires that plans be 
approved prior to construction of any facilities. This is for the purpose of 
obtaining uniformity in construction and architectural harmony as well as 
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functional relationship between the various units. Our architects have always 
operated on the basis of trying to help a concessionaire, save him money where 
possible, and obtain the best relationship of all new facilities. 

As a result of failure to follow the architect’s recommendation, cabin units 
now exist which, although they are used considerably, cannot be classed as 
desirable. 

(6) It was stated that, “The National Park Service refused to approve a 
proposed sale of the Lake Mead Lodge for $250,000.” 

December 29, 1952, the acting regional director, the regional attorney, and 
myself conducted day-long negotiations with a Mr. Arnold Porter, who purported 
to have an option to buy the Lodge facilities for $250,000. Although there were 
several points of difference at the beginning of the negotiations, they were worked 
out amicably and Mr. Porter stated that the results were satisfactory to him and 
that he would let us know in a day or two. The construction of a swimming pool 
was discussed. The National Park Service recommended against spending $50,000 
for a swimming pool] which, although it might be attractive would not be a source 
of revenue and would not make additional housing available. We recommended 
instead that $50,000 be used as a start toward the construction of a central 
building to house kitchen, dining room, office, and curio store. After considerable 
urging by Mr. Porter, we conceded, however, that if the concessioner wished to 
go ahead with the swimming pool when both housing and other facilities were so 
badly needed, we would agree and approve his purchase on that basis. Two or 
three days late we were advised that the proposed purchase would not material- 
ize because the financier could not have the security of a first mortgage on the 
land on which the buildings would be located. 

(7) In answer to your question, directed to Mr. Moorehead, as to whether or 
not they would be willing to sell their facilities on an appraised basis, Mr. Moore- 
head stated that “Yes,” they would. Both Director Wirth and myself have made 
this suggestion to them several times, but they have never agreed to selling any 
part of their operation under an appraisal plan and I question that they would 
now do so, 

(8) Mr. Moorehead stated that they are “willing to put in considerably more 
money and new facilities if they can get extension of their contract.” 

I am sure that the National Park Service would be further and severely criti- 
cized if it acquiesced in the extension or renewal of the concession contract to the 
present concessioner. The criticism which was in evidence at the hearing and 
which is a matter of record directed at both the concessioner and this Service 
because of the concessioner’s failure to perform is of a nature which clearly 
indicates the need for an entirely new concessioner. In fact, I believe there have 
been a number of protests already filed with the Secretary and with Members of 
Congress as a result of contract discussions 3 years age. These are so emphatic 
I feel sure that both the Secretary and the Director would hesitate to consider 
renewal or extension of the present contract. 

(8) Reference was made to the Service representatives continually harassing 
Mr. Patterson and his representatives. 

If making an effort to require the concessioner to comply with his contract could 
be considered harassment, then I presume we could be called guilty. Direetor 
Wirth, Regional Director Tillotson, and myself have made, over the past several 
years, repeated efforts to obtain full compliance of the concession contract and 
with commitments made by the concessioner. We have not, however, been very 
successful in this respect. 

Several references were made by Mr. Moorehead to value of investment 
amounts lost, ete. Since I do not have the exact figures he used, I hesitate to 
make any statement in this regard. The statement which I submitted did con- 
tain a list of the value of the capital improvements of all concessioners. 

I am sure you and members of your committee recognized that Mr. Moore- 
head’s principal objective was to divert criticism from his client toward the 
National Park Service. I do not know how successful he was so far as what the 
public might remember of his statements, but I am sure your committee under- 
stands that wherever a grain of truth might appear in Mr. Moorehead’s state- 
ment that it was greatly exaggerated for the dramatic benefit it would have upon 
the andience. 

I should be glad to have you use this statement in the final report of your 
committee’s hearing. Again I would like to express appreciation for the courtesy 
you have given me in permitting additional information to be submitted for 
clarification of the record. 

Sincerely yours, 
Grorce F’, Bacatey, Superintendent. 
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Mr. Youne. Our next witness is Mr. Moorhead. We have 6 more 
witnesses, and time is short, so I am going to ask you to confine your 
testimony to about 12 minutes each. Ii the re is anything left unsaid it 

‘an be inserted in the permanent rec ord. Mr. Moorhead ? 

Mr. Moorneap. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, I am Stephen Moor- 
head, Mr. Patterson’s son-in-law, and also an attorney. Mr. Patter- 
son is the sole stockholder in a corporation known as the Grand Can- 
yon-Boulder Dam Tours, which has the concession now in the Lake 
Mead recreational area. I would like, at this time, to ask permission 
of the committee to submit a memorandum in support of my oral testi- 
mony, in view of the fact that this came upon us rather suddenly, and 
we have had some 16 years of operation there, that we would like to 
give you a complete history of it. 

Mr. Youne. If there is no objection, you can submit that prior to 
October 1 for the committee record. 

Mr. Moorneap. That would be very satisfactory. 

To go back a little bit to the beginning, I know I only have 12 min- 
utes, but the Grand C anyon-Boulder Dam Tours was formed by a Mr. 
Rugstel, who was given a lease, a 20-year lease, similar to all national 
park leases. 

Now, that lease runs from July 4, 1937, until July 5, 1957. In other 
words, it has about 3 years to run. 

The concessionaire has about 3 years of operation left under the 
master lease without a renewal. This lease has worked somewhat of 
a hardship on the concessionaire, but I will have to say for this lease 
that in the event of a default on the part of the concessionaire, which 
happens to be at the discretion of the Department of the Interior, or 
the Secretary of the Department of the Interior, in the case of default 
the Department of the Interior has to find a buyer to purchase, at a 
reasonable value, the concessionaire’s interest in that concession, the 
bricks, mortar, and so forth. In other words, the concessionaire can’t 
just be kissed goodby and leave all his equipment there, and so in that 
way our lease is favorable. 

Now, Mr. Patterson became interested in this thing, and Mr. Rugstel, 
who owned it, was completely bankrupt, and couldn’t do any develop- 
ment within the area, so the National Park Service at that time was 
very anxious to have Mr. Patterson come in and start improving the 
area. 

So, on December 6, 1941, Mr. Patterson bought the entire stock in 
Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours Co. Now, mark that date. Imme- 
diately, the next day, Japan declared war on us, and you can see that 
5 years subsequent to that time there probably wasn’t 1 tourist that 
showed up in the entire area, but, nevertheless, Mr. Patterson went 
right ahead and built a hotel and a lodge, and put boats on the lake, 
at a great expense to the company. 

Now, at this time, I want to point out the cooperation and the assist- 
ance of the Park Service, since they were very anxious to have Mr. 
Patterson put in a sum of $400,000 in this area. They told him in 
Washington that if he took over the concession and developed the 
area they would put in an 18-hole golf course. They also said they 
would build a breakwater to protect the boats, and they would land- 
scape the buildings in the area when the lodge was built. 
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Mr. Yorry. Is this just verbal promises ? 

Mr. Moorneap. Verbal promises. Completely verbal; however, we 
rely on them. And they also would fix the road that, instead of run- 
ning in back of the lodge would run in front of it. And, what is more 
important, they promised they would put their administration build- 
ing in the Lake Mead recreational area and not up here in Boulder 
City under the Department of Reclamation. 

In other words, if they had built their registrar building down there 
it would have brought more traffic down into the area and helped 
the concessionaire. 

Mr. Yorry. Who made these promises ? 

Mr. Moorneap. N. B. Drury, who was then, Drury, was head of the 
National Park Service, and Mr. Gabel was the financial adviser. 

Mr. Hosmer. Drury is a Californian. 

Mr. Moorneap. So, Mr. Patterson did invest the sum of $437,825.50 
in improvements. He built a lodge with a cocktail bar, with a very 
fine dining room, with 20 rooms, and it was a bad start when there 
were no tourists to rent the rooms. 

Anyway, they were built, and in compliance with the conformity 
of a master lease. Now, we soon began to find out that, instead of 
the cooperation and assistance promised by the National Park Serv- 
ice, instead it was just the opposite. We were continually thwarted 
and harrassed by minor inconveniences and what not, and I want to 
give you a couple of examples. 

No. 1, is the location of the lodge. The company wanted to build 
a lodge on high ground where it could be seen. All of that area 
down there was available. Where it could be seen from the main road 
so traffic could come by and stop, like any other business proposition. 
Would they consent to that? No, they had us put it down behind 
the hills where you can’t see it at all, and we asked why? No reason. 
Just some whim of some agent of the National Park Service. 

Mr. Yorry. If the chairman doesn’t mind, you know, the first time 
I went down to that lodge, I wondered why it was located as it was. 
It seemed to me just ex: actly as you are saying it was way out of the 
way, and it is a very attractive little place. 

Mr. Moorueap. We can’t understand it either. So, anyway, that 
went by the board, and we kept on cooking along. 

Mr. Hosmer. Perhaps Mr. Baggley could give us a reason, as to 
why they wanted it located down there. 

Mr. Bacouey. It was prior to my time here. I have no knowledge 
whatsoever as to why it 1s located where it is. ’ 

Mr. Moorneap. Well, we had a manager down there by the name of 
Mr. Kean, and the lodge was in bad need of paint. What do you 
do when your building or store needs painting? You paint it. So, he 
decided on a seamfoam green color, and he painted it. The regional 
office was horrified. Why weren’t these plans submitted through 
channels? We couldn’t do this. We couldn’t do that. W hy weren’t 
we contacted on where you put that pebble on the beach. We soon 
found out you couldn’t do anything with this operation without an 
okay, even to the most minor det: il, We s: aid, “You mean, we can’t 
even paint our own equipment without going up to the regional office 
in Santa Fe?” “No, you can’t. We are the ones to dec ide the color,” 
and so forth, 
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Well, the lodge was painted and that caused an awful lot of trouble, 
and an awful Jot of letters, and the Park Service was on our back 
again. 

Now, get this one. We had an operation known as Pierce Ferry, 

and the Colorado River deposited silt so that the boats could not get 
up, so, we had some tents up there, some tent frames for tents, for 
people to stay in. It was very sorry, I will admit, so, we went to 
Overton. We wanted to advance and build up Overton. So, the 
Park Service suggested that we take the frames from Pierce Ferry 
and put them down at Overton, and put canvas around them, and 
use them as accommodations. 

So, the concessionaire said, “No,” that it was not adequate, we want 
to put down a more permanent building instead of tents. So, they 
did. They went ahead and built a permanent building consisting of 
a regular unit with a roof and so forth. 

The regional office came down to inspect this detail, and they looked 
at the roof and they said “You will have to tear all of these units down 
because the pitch of the roof does not match the pitch of the roof on 
our outhouses.” How do you like that? You ask what we were under, 
the way we operate? Do you blame us? What are we in there for? 
They had the nerve to come down and order us to tear the roofs off 
of these houses and conform them to the pitch on their outhouses. 

Well, finally, we blew our tops and said no, that we would take it 
to Washington. And they said, “Well, we will just let it drop there.” 
Now, there are only a few of the minor details. Of the minor details. 
So, we struggled along, and we operated, and we got criticized back 
and forth. [But we were in there and we had an investment, and we 
had to do the best thing. 

So, 1945 and 1946, the war was over. All of a sudden tourists hit 
this area just like a thunderstorm. We needed improvements at the 
facilities. We needed new rooms at the lodge. We needed more 
boats on the lake. We conceded that. All right. What happened 
then? We looked around because we didn’t have the money to put in 
there ourselves. The operators didn’t have the money to put in them- 
selves. We looked around for somebody to either invest in it or pur- 
chase our interest and have additional capital to go ahead and make 
the necessary improvements. 

We looked high and low for these people. We would have given 
it away. We did everything to raise these prospective purchasers, or 
prospective investors. Well, we contacted four persons who were 
interested, finally, after running all over. We finally found four 
people who would be interested and who saw the potentialities of the 
thing. 

So, when they took a look at our master’s lease, they shook their 
heads. And we said, “Oh, but wait a minute. This will be renewed 
just the way it is, if you invest and put money in here. The Park 
Service wants improvements. We want to comply with the public 
need, and this lease will be extended.” 

At that time it had 9 years to run, and nobody wanted to put in 
$200,000 without getting some security of getting their money or their 
investment back. You think the Park Service would approve the ex- 
tension of that lease? Not on your life. They wouldn’t even commit 
themselves. Wouldn’t even commit themselves, that if we put in an 
operation like the Flamingo down there, would they extend our lease, 
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a boat operation like the Queen Mary. No, sir. We can’t do that. 
We can’t extend it. We'll have to see how you are going to operate. 
Well, what happened to our prospective investors / Wtfff. Gone. 

Now, get a load of this. Just get a load of this one. This year, a guy 
by the name of Estes, who is a banker in Pasadena, had $250,000 in 
a bank in Las Vegas, Nev., to purchase the bar and hotel part of the 
operation. Purchase it. 

Now, the bar and hotel operation was a financial success. It was 
operating. It was going on good. So, this $250,000 would have gone 
complete sly into improving the facilities at the lodge. In other words, 
it would have added a new and better bar, would have added many 
more air-conditioning units. It would have improved the dining 
room so it could serve a lot more people. We would have built a swim- 
ming pool. We would have landscaped the area. 

All right, here he is, with cash right in hand. Oh, all we got to 
do is talk tothe Park Service. Simple. That’s all. 

So, we had a meeting in Sante Fe with the Park Service, and with 
this man’s representative. Mrs. Estes’ representative, whose name is 
Mr. Porter. Of course, Mr. Estes wanted to say, “If I put in $250,000, 
will you extend the lease and let me get a renewal?” and the Park 
Service said, “Oh, no. We can’t renew that lease, because if we kick 
you out we will have to find a buyer and reimburse you for the money 
you have put in there.” 

Well, Mr. Estes wasn’t very happy about that. 

Now, there was another thing that happened. We wanted to use 
this $250,000 to improve the present facilities. What did the Park 
Service want? ‘They wanted us to build an administration building. 
Forget about the swimming pool, dining room. ‘They wanted us to 
build an administration building. Another complete and separate 
building. And then they said, “You couldn’t do that for $250,000, 
so why do anything?” Excuse me, gentlemen, for getting so over- 
heated. 

Mr. Youne. Your time is just about up. Do you suppose you could 
submit a summary with some recommendations ¢ 

Mr. Moornerap. Oh, I just want to say this, they had the right to hire 
and fire the managers. Now, Mr. Estes still has the $250,000 and he is 
still ready to go, but I will submit in my recommendations, the letter 
confirming this Mr. Estes’ offer. 

Mr. Yorry. Would you accept just a lease on the hotel and not 
the whole master lease ? 

Mr. Moornerap. Yes, I believe I can speak for Mr. Patterson, that 
he would. We would like to work out something. We are going to 
do the best we can with it, and we are going to try to get somebody 
in there, if the Park Service will guarantee something that we can use 
as a reasonable security for any investors who might be interested. 

Mr. Yorry. If it isn’t prying into your affairs, what has been 
the ultimate outcome? Has Mr. Patterson lost money, or is he going 
to come out all right ? 

Mr. Moorneap. Mr. Patterson has lost over $400,000 in this opera- 
tion. At the present time, the hotel and bar operation is separated by 
a subconcessionaire by the name of Porter, and the way that is worked 
out, Mr. Patterson gets a return on his investment of a certain per- 
centage of profits, and rental, until the expiration of the master lease, 
which is in 1957, and that way Mr. Patterson has been receiving some 
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revenue out of the operation of the hotel and bar, but he has put 
everything back into it; at the present time we are putting in more 
air conditioners. Weare rev ising the hotel rooms. We are building 
an employees’ unit for the e mployees, with a recreational room in the 
middle, - we can keep our help there. 

Mr. Yorry. What assurance have you that you can continue to 
operate there when this lease e xpires ¢ 

Mr. Moorneap. We have no assurance whatsoever from the Park 
Service that we can expect to operate, in fact they tell us they are not 
going to renew our lease, they are going to cut us out. 

Mr. Yorry. Would you build additional quarters for your help and 
just surrender them to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Moorneap. That I do not know. Mr. Patterson will have to 
answer that, except just in good faith. If the lease isn’t renewed, 
we do have some protection that the Government has to find a pur- 
chaser. 

Mr. Yorry. Oh, they do? 

Mr. Moorneap. Under an old lease. 

Mr. Ruopves. Mr. Patterson, didn’t you act under advice of counsel? 

Mr. Parrerson. No; I didn’t. 

Mr. Yorry. If they have to buy the facilities, the more you put 
into it the harder it will be to find a buyer, and chances are, you 
will get a new lease? 

Mr. Moorneap. We have no assurance. No assurance has been 
forthcoming to that effect from the Park Service. 

Mr. Youna. I have already allowed you more than the 12 minutes. 

Mr. Moorneap. My contention is that none of these complaints of 
bad service would have happened if the National Park Service had 
cooperated with us. We are getting the hotel on its feet. It would 
have been on its feet a lot sooner, if they had cooperated. The boat 
operation we will get on its feet if we are not harassed 

Mr. Yorry. Do you think a better recreational development would 
result if there were 2 concessionaires out there at the end of the 20- 
year period? If there were two or more? 

Mr. Moorneap. No;I don’t. If you open the area, as I say, we have 
tried to sell this deal to everybody. Anybody that wants to buy it, 
one man can, or they can get a group and get together. If you put 
a lot of concessionaires out there, you are not going to have one good 
oper: ation ; you are going to have a whole bunch of hot-dog stands. 
That’s why [ am not in favor of opening up the area to a bunch of com- 
petition concessionaires. But if we can get a guaranty of security of 
our investment, or if we can find a purchaser, or somebody that can 
get a guaranty of their investment, I am sure that the situation will 
be very successful, both in the hotel and in the boat operation. 

Mr. Ruopes. Isn’t that the reason you haven’t been able to get any- 
body interested in the boat operation because of the fact that they 
don’t have any idea as to the permanency of their tenure ? 

Mr. Moorneap. That is right. 

Mr. Youne. Have you anything else? 

Mr. Moorneap. I would like to have a rebuttal when Mr. Kelch 
puts his testimony on, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Youne. We'll see how the time runs. Maybe Mr. Baggley 
would like to have a rebuttal also. 
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Mr. Bacetry. I would like to inject this thought, to ask the gentle- 
man to document his statements. 

Mr. Moorneap. They will be. 

Mr. Young. The next witness will be Mr. McClain. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would just like to state that the Administration 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has 
gone into the matter of concession contracts to a considerable extent, 
and the boys back in Washington have expressed considerable dis- 
satisfaction regarding the contracts, both from the st: indpoint of the 
Government, and particularly of the difficulties of the concessionaire, 
We have felt that when you come in and attempt to establish a busi- 
nesslike operation, and then are confronted with a contract that does 
not permit you to conduct your business as you normally would, that 
it is disadvantageous, of course, to the concessionaire, which ultimately 
extends to the public. So, 1 would suggest to you, Mr. Morhead, if 
and when the time comes up for another contract, that you should 
propose one to the Government, as well as having the Government 
send one of its mimeographed forms for you to sign. 

Mr. Yorry. I don’t think it is fair for the Park Service to say that 
the gentleman on the stand document his statements. If he said they 
made these promises to him, I think they were made. Now, maybe 
they didn’t have the authority to make them, and maybe he shouldn’t 
have relied on them, but he did, and I think he is telling the truth to 
the committee. 

Mr. Baaciey. No personal offense was meant. I happen to know 
that some of the statements he made were untrue. 

Mr. Youne. Well, that’s why we like to have documentation, but 
of course the witnesses aren’t under oath, so there may be certain 
discrepancies. 

Mr, Bagetey. And this is not a trial. 

Mr. Youna. Yes; we are merely here trying to seek information. 
The next witness is Mr. Joe McClain, angling and fishing editor of 
the Las Vegas Review-Journal. 

Mr. McCuatn. My views are very brief. The only organization 
which I belong to is the Outdoor Writers Association of America, and 
the only reason I belong to it is because I am in accord that I think 
there are places that have been established for the use of the general 
public, so the tourist can come through here from all parts of the 
country. It should be left in, as near as possible, its natural state. 

There have been proposals to open it up to unrestricted development. 
That is something I am very definitely opposed to, and the people 
whom I have talked to are the average run of the mill, fishermen, or 
picnickers, or beach users, who share the same beliefs. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible to charge a fee to get into the 
park, such as they do at Yellowstone? 

Mr. McCuarn. The facilities on the beach are very limited at the 
present time. As long as there are facilities provided, I don’t think 
the people would mind. 

Mr. Youne. Do you think that more concessionaires should be 
lowed ? 

Mr. McCrary. No; I don’t think there should be more allowed. Of 
course, the shoreline naturally governs that, as to whether you can get 
roads in. 


il- 
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Mr. Youne. Any questions? If not, that will be all, and your 
speech will be entered in the record. 


Hon. A. L. MILLER, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee, Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Dear Sir: Following is a statement prepared for presentation at a hearing of 
the Subcommittee of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Boulder 
City, September 21, 1953. 

As conservation editor of the Las Vegas Review-Journal, Las Vegas, Nev., I 
believe I speak for the thousands of outdoors enthusiasts who do not belong 
to any organized group, sportsmen group, but who have a keen interest in seeing 
that the Lake Mead recreational area remains dedicated for the public’s use and 
enjoyment, preserved, as near as possible, in its natural state. 

To that end, I am opposed to changing existing regulations to permit unre- 
stricted private development, which has been advocated by some in the past. 
To change existing regulations would destroy it as unique recreational area, and 
would turn it into nothing more than another honky-tonk beach town resort. 

At present, facilities are available for anglers, picnickers, and tourists at 
Overton, Vegas Wash, and Boulder Beach by Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, 
Inc., the prime concessionaire. Another facility is operated at Temple Bar, in 
Arizona, by the partnership of Reddy & Coggins. On Lake Mohave, there are 
facilities at Willow Beach, Katherine’s Mine, on the Arizona side, and at Nelson 
and Searchlight on the Nevada side. Seven concession facilities in all to care 
for the needs of pleasure seekers. 

We are in accord with the National Park Service plans to consider shorter 
term concession site contracts to concessionaires, but only when additional fa- 
cilities are needed through increased public requirements. In connection with 
this, I think that as appropriations are available, the National Park Service 
should be urged to open up new sites for public docks, campgrounds sites, and 
picnic areas in areas not now accessible to the general public because of a lack 
of roads. At present many beautiful and scenic spots on Lake Mead and Lake 
Mohave are only accessible to those persons who have their own boats, or the 
price of renting boats from the concessionaire. 

In planning the development of the Lake Mead recreational area, I would also 
suggest that the Park Service be required to establish safety havens or shelters 
on Lake Mead’s shoreline for the benefit of those sportsmen who often are caught 
on the lake during storms that suddenly arise. These shelters should be clearly 
marked and made known to boatmen so that they will head for them in a storm 
and not try to return to the nearest dock and thus jeopardize their lives. 

I appreciate your asking for my views on the matter. 

Sincerely, 
Joe McCratn, 
Conservation Editor, Las Vegas Review-Journal; Member, Outdoor 
Writers Association of America. 


Mr. Younes. Our next witness will be Mr. Ben Avery, conservation 
editor for the Arizona Republic. 

Mr. Avery. My name is Ben Avery. I am conservation editor of 
the Arizona Republic. I have submitted a short statement, so I 
think I'll confine my remarks to one phase of that statement. 

We have a definite threat now to the fishery resource on Lake Mohave 
due to the fluctuating water level. The problem there goes back to 
the fact that it isn’t very clear just what this water is to be used for. 
Here several years ago, we had an opinion from the solicitor in Los 
Angeles, Mr. Coffee, for the Bureau of Reclamation, and he said that 
under the Colorado River Commission pact, it was illegal to use 
Colorado River water for fish and wildlife. 

Well, as a result of that, and the fact that it isn’t clear in the law, 
apparently, the Bureau is a little bit uncertain as to whether it is. 
Of course, we have taken an attitude in the Bureau that fish and wild- 
life don’t count in the picture. We think it does from the standpoint 
of recreation. Recreation is very important in this area, particularly 


BOULDER CITY, NEV. 103 


because we don’t have much water, and also all of our people want to 
go where there is water fcr recreation. 

How are we going to solve this thing? I don’t know, but I do think 
if there is a conflict in the contract, we should revise the law to spell 
out the administrative procedure on this recreational area instead of 
having it set up by—there should be some provision there. 

Last year the water level of Lake Mohave was down to around 20 
feet. Now, that has almost destroyed the trout fishery in that lake, 
which promised to be one of the best in the West because light pene- 
trations reflect light to about 18 feet, and when we draw the lake down 
oe that, it destroys your marine vegetation, which is the only habitat 

r food that the trout feed on. 

"Of course, we know that you can’t make a reclamation project 
without some fluctuation but we think that before too long the 
emphasis here has been on power development rather than on the 
thought of conservation of water. 

I asked why this lake was drawn down, They told me it was to 
fulfill the agreement within the Mexican treaty. We are delivering 
water to Mexico. 

Now, if that is what we are trying to do, I think it is a pretty 
dangerous thing because under the treaty Mexico is supposed to take 
all of the water that crosses the bound: ary as part of the treaty. If 
we are going to try to furnish their needs, we will never be able to 
hold them to the limitation of the treaty. They have a takeoff just 
below Yuma, and if we try to furnish their irrigation needs, which 
must have been done this summer, we will never be able to hold them 
toa million and eight hundred thousand as in the treaty. I think this 
is something the committee should very seriously look into. and I 
am not blaming the Bureau, because here in the low season, why, they 
don’t have too much to givethem. But I do think that it is important, 
and it is important that we do preserve the recreational development. 
There isn’t any place in the country so isolated that has drawn people 
like this area does here, and the value of it, I think, is best expressed 
by the number of people who come here. 

Mr. Youne. How many fishermen are there each year? 

Mr. Avrry. We sold last year—the 2 States sold 25,000 licenses on 
Lake Mead and Lake Mohave alone. On the river below we don’t 
know exactly, but it is somewhere around a hundred thousand. 

Mr. Ruopes. Whose fishery is that? Is that a federally operated 
or State-operated fishery ? 

Mr. Avery. Through a cooperative agreement between Arizona 
and Nevada, and through this agreement, we were able to get a special 
use license for the river, which cost $2. That’s $2 in addition to your 
regular State license. ; 

Mr. Rnopes. Do you know whether or not there was any agreement 
with any agency of the Federal Government, when the fishery was 
established ? ; 

Mr. Avery. We had the understanding from the Bureau, when the 
Davis Dam was built, that the fluctuation there would be only about 
4 feet a year. That wouldn’t have interfered with the fishing. Of 
course, this last year there might have been some special reason that 
they didn’t tell us about. We would like to get a cooperative agree- 
ment on this thing, such as I pointed out in my statement, we have 
with the Salt River project water users. These things can be worked 
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out across the table, but the Bureau has to have the authority to do 
that. I don’t know, but before we see this fishery destroyed, 1 believe 
that should be done. 

Mr. Younc. How much of an investment is there in the fishery ? 

Mr. Avery. Well, that’s hard to say just what the investment is. 
In trout a tually placed in the river, there is, oh, it could run into the 
thousands of dollars, but actually the lakes produce well, and the in- 
vestment isn’t high for the amount of production you get. Of course, 
the concessionaires depend upon the fishery for their revenues. With- 
out fishing the concessionaires on the lakes’ boat landings would have 
very little revenue. 

Mr. Youne. Did the Department indicate why the water had been 
lowered / 

Mr. Avery. Well, the answer I received was to fulfill the Mexican 
treaty commitment. We are not—the treaty doesn’t commit us to 
filling demand orders. I am pretty familiar with that treaty and it 
doesn’t commit us to fill any demand orders for water, and, as a mat- 
ter of fact, Boulder Canyon project especially provides that in the 
conversion of these facilities they are to be used for the benefit of the 
United States and not Mexico. 

Mr. Yorry. Of course, Mr. Avery, as you know, the Hoover Dam 
is just one of the projects. The upper basin have a lot of projects 
in mind, and I wouldn’t be surprised but what there would be a con- 
siderable variance in Lake Mead while some of those reservoirs are 
filling up. There might have to be an exchange of power to make up 
for it. And I am sure you wouldn’t personally, and none of your 
people would want to interfere with that development up above which 
is going to have tremendous variation over the reclamation here at 
Lake Mead. 

Mr. Avery. We recognize that. We recognize there has to be a 
tremendous variation in Lake Mead, because you have to provide for 
flood control, and there are some of those fluctuations that have to be. 

We don’t argue with those. The only thing is, we would like to hold 
them to a minimum that we can—— 

Mr. Ruoprs. I would like to say for the record that Mr. Avery is one 
of the finest wildlife writers in the United States, and I am very proud 
of him: he comes from my district. 

Mr. Younes. Any questions? If not, your statement will be in- 
corporated into the record, Mr. Avery. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF BEN AVERY, PHOENIX, ARIz., BEFORE THE INTERIOR AND INSULAR 
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


Gentlemen, I would like to preface my remarks with a few observations that 
I believe go directly to the heart of the problem under discussion—the need of 
recreational development of Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 

We are dealing here with an intangible. It is the love of Americans for 
America; the pride of Americans in America; the faith of Americans in them- 
selves and the future; the spirit that made our young men’s courage on the 
battlefield, lo, the spirit of even the fanatical oriental suicide battalions. 

From what source do these things spring? They spring from many sources, 
The visit of a child to Mount Vernon, the first awed look into the depths of the 
Grand Canyon by a young man; the pygmy-like feeling that grips those who 
stand on the ramparts of Black Canyon to view Hoover Dam. 

This is the intangible that we are dealing with—the shrines of America that 
are carried in the hearts of our people. 
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The question we must answer is, Do we want that child to see a dilapidated, un- 
painted, unkept Mount Vernon; do we want the awe of the Grand Canyon turned 
to disgust by the sight of beer cans and rubbish; or do we want to detract from 
America’s achievement represented in Hoover Dam with rows of squatter’s 
shacks around Lake Mead? 

If the answer to it is not plain to you, I assure you it is very real to the 
millions who visit these places every year. 

I know you are familiar with the numbers that visit Hoover Dam and the 
Lake Mead recreational area every year, and the economic importance of this 
great tourist business to both Arizona and Nevada. 

The Federal Government shares in the benefits of this business almost as much 
as the State and the people through the harvest of taxes. 

With this preface, I would like to outline a few of the problems that are 
detracting from the value of this great example of America’s resourcefulness 
and achievement. 

I have been in close touch with the development of Lake Mead recreational 
area since its creation. It has béen part of my job as a newspaperman to cover 
the story of this development from the beginning. From year to year I have 
reported the building of roads, resorts, picnic and camping facilities, and boating 
facilities, and also to report on the fishing in Lake Mead and the Colorado River. 

I have also reported on the deterioration of facilities, the lack of money to 
keep abreast of the growing popularity of the area. 

The master plan of the National Park Service for complete development of the 
area has been slow of achievement. In the beginning it was contemplated that 
it would be completed in some 10 or 15 years if the number of people visiting 
the area were sufficient. 

The number of visitors has been far exceeding even the most optimistic guesses 
ever since the end of World War II, but this master plan still is far from 
completed. 

It has also been my job to report on the efforts of some of my friends to squat 
on the shore of Lake Mead, to advocate the removal of their trailers and shacks, 
and to defend the Park Service from criticism when they were removed. Some 
of the squatters were very close friends and fishing companions, but they ignored 
the warnings of the Park Service, which is charged with the duty of protecting 
the interests of all citizens. 

Through their pressure, however, they did succeed in getting some areas 
opened for residential purposes. I believe this was a mistake. I hope it will 
be severely restricted, and that opening of areas to commercial development 
will never be permitted except as necessary to take care of the needs of visitors. 

The Lake Mead area is different than a national park in that its primary 
purpose was recreation. There was some resistance to its creation because 
of this difference. It is no natural wonder of national importance. 

Sut the path that has been beaten to Hoover Dam and the shores of Lake 
Mead and Lake Mohave, despite their isolated location, surely should convince 
both the Park Service and the Congress that there are other things worth pre- 
serving. This multitude of visitors alone should justify adding another clause 
to the national-park statutes, to include such unusual works of man. 

Some of this great attraction, of course, can be attributed to the fact that 
the waters of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave provide a water playground in a 
great inland desert area, plus excellent fishing. 

These, too, are worth preserving. The fishery in Lake Mohave today is 
seriously threatened by the fluctuation of the lake level. 

I know that fluctuations cannot always be controlled in the operation of 
powerplants and in delivering water for irrigation. However, our experience 
on the Salt River project has proven that such fluctuations can be controlled 
to a great extent if there is a desire on the part of the project operators to co- 
operate to the end that the greatest possible benefits will accrue to the people 
from the project. 

For many years the officials of the Salt River project would not cooperate 
with the Arizona Game and Fish Commission. Then, after a change in admin- 
istration, new officials sat down with fisheries managers and discussed the 
problems. As a result of those discussions, it was found that a cooperative 
plan could be worked out without any inconvenience whatever to project officials, 
and without any loss in power generation or water. 

I believe that similar cooperation in the operation of Hoover and Davis 
Dams, and from the office of river control could save the fishery resource on 
Lake Mohave. 
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These projects were built for the benefit of the people, and paid for by the 
people. They are supposed to be multiple-purpose projects, and although wild- 
life and recreation were not specifically mentioned in the Boulder Canyon 
project, I do not believe it was the purpose of Congress to ignore any benefits 
that might be derived from this expenditure of public funds. Certainly this 
was recognized in the creation of the Lake Mead national recreational area. 

However, the Arizona Game and Fish Commission, and the sportsmen and 
recreationist has encountered an attitude in the region III office of the Bureau 
of Reclamation that is best reflected by the words of one of the engineers to a 
game-department technician. Although I did not hear these words, I have 
encountered the same attitude. 

The engineer is reported to have said: “If there is anything I can do to elim- 
inate the fish and game, I will do it. Then maybe the public will get off our 
necks.” 

That attitude apparently is purely local, but it T that it is being carried 
out very effectively. When Davis Dam was built, Lake Mohave promised to 
become one of the best rainbow-trout waters in the Nation, but a 20-foot fluctu- 
ation in the water level has taken care of that promise despite a preconstruc- 
tion pledge the lake level would not vary over 4 feet. 

Another subject that is outside the boundary of the Lake Mead recreation 
area is the dredging operations on the river in the Needles area. I would 
recommend this dredging to the committee for investigation as a waste of 
the taxpayers’ money, and try to confine my testimony here to fishing on the 
recreation area. 

This is purely recreation fishing so it is difficult to place a dollar value on it. 
However, some 25,000 fishermen purchased licenses on Lake Mead and Lake 
Mohave last year, and the number is growing each year as access roads and 
other improvements are made. Completion of the direct route between Phoenix 
and Kingman—United States Highway 93—will greatly increase this use by 
residents of arid southern Arizona. At present they must drive 8 hours, mostly 
over poor roads, to reach Lake Mead, and more than 6 hours to reach Lake 
Mohave 

Approximately 100,000 additional fishermen and hunters use other sections of 
the river, and lakes between Davis Dam and the Mexican border, and this 
number likewise is growing rapidly because many fresh-water fishermen from the 
coastal area are turning to it for recreation. 

The scenic and natural values of the Lake Mead national recreation area 
have played a part in the attraction of so many visitors, but their greatest value 
will come in the future as other natural desert areas are developed by the rising 
tide of western emigration. 

Even now, however, thousands of visitors come to the area each year to travel 
through the canyons by boat, and I have had many inquiries from vacationers 
as to facilities for such trips. From my own experience, I can say that the 
pupularity of the area will grow, particularly during the winter season. One of 
the largest desert big horn sheep ranges left is within the area, and it is not 
uncommon for river travelers to see these animals, 

In conclusion, I would like to say that the number of visitors attracted to 
the area each year fully justifies far more recreation development than it has 
been given. Lack of facilities at present prevents full use and enjoyment of 
the area by most of those who make the long journey here to see Hoover Dam. 


Mr. Youne. Our next witness is Mr. Belknap. 

Mr. Betxnar. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is William Belknap, Jr., I am in business here in Boulder City. I 
have a photographic store and laboratory. I have been in the area 
since approximately 1937, and the views expressed in this statement 
are my own. 

You will note I wrote it in the form of a letter to the chairman, 
not being familiar with the proper way of doing these things. The 
following isa list of points which I feel should be carefully considered 
by the committee in its study of Lake Mead recreational area, and I 
_ read them to you: 

There is urgent need for improved service to the public at Lake 
Mead, particularly in the Boulder Beach-lower basin area. Under 
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the National Park Service policy in force for the past 17 years, only 
1 hotel and 1 boat operation have been allowed to exist. I believe 
the answer lies in opening the Lake Mead area to orderly business 
competition under the supervision of the Mettenal Park Service. On 
the lower basin alone there is room for at least five concessionaires to 
operate. A healthy sense of competition would automatically im- 
prove the services offered to the public. 

It would seem advisable to allow concessionaires at Lake Mead 
to operate on a small-business basis. As they prove their worth in 
public service they will expand. Mismanagement of large sums of 
money was the main reason for the failure of the original Grand 
Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, Inc., operation of which I was part 
owner. 

3. I disagree with those who would like to see the National Park 
Service lose control of Lake Mead. This area is one of our great 
national features, and its scenic and recreational features should be 
protected against improper and unsafe development. I feel the 
National Park Service is the best qualified agency for the job. But 
from a business standpoint Lake Mead national recreation area differs 
from the standard national-park pattern. 

At this point I would like to tell Mr. Morhead not to count on that 
business about the Park Service finding a buyer for you, because they 
won't. My family had a substantial amount of money in that original 
Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours Co. with Mr. Rugstel, and 
buyer was found for us all right, but we got exactly 10 cents on the 
dollar on the investment that we had put in, and I hope Mr. Patterson 
has better luck. 

Mr. Yorry. Well, did the Park Service try to find you a buyer? 
Did they make an honest effort, do you think ¢ 

Mr. Berxnar. I don’t know. At the time I was in the Navy back 
in Washington, D. C., and I was much in the same situation as Mr. 
Morhead is, being Mr. Patterson’s son-in-law, but I was thoroughly 
fed up with the thing and it didn’t seem we could do much during 
the war, and—— 

Mr. Yorry. Well, as I understand your statement, though, you 
blame the concessionaire. You say it was mismanagement of large 
sums of money. You would not blame the Park Service. 

Mr. Becknap. No; I am blaming ourselves, but I believe that we 
should have started in on a small way, and should have been allowed 
to start in a small way, maybe with just a fleet of boats, and put out 
bang up service to the public, rather than having to put in large, 
elaborate boats and a large staff of people, and we were just trying 
to do too many things at once, and the mone y just vanished. 

Mr. Ruopes. How long did the Park Service give the former man- 
agement to find a buyer? 

Mr. Becxnar. That I couldn’t tell you, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. You don’t know whether it was a reasonable time or 
whether they just said, “You find a buyer within 90 days” or something 
of that nature? 

Mr. Betxnar. No; I don’t know, I couldn’t give you that infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be possible to divide up the present conces- 
sion into 4 or 5 concessionaires ¢ 
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Mr. Betxnap. I believe that there should be at least 3 or 4 others, 
in addition to the present operation, and I believe that whether it is 
Mr. Patterson, or whoever it is that has that present operation down 
there now, that they would enjoy a much improved business through 
competition on Lake Mead. 

Mr. Younc. That would involve the purchasing of part of Mr. 
Patterson’s $400,000 investment now ? 

Mr. Betxnap. No, sir; I hope he will be able to continue to build 
and continue to have it. 

Mr. Younc. But you also believe that his business, and that of the 
entire area, would become far more healthy if there were other opera- 
tions allowed around the lower basin of Lake Mead ? 

Mr. Yorry. Is it your feeling that the Park Service forced an 
unsound business plan on you! Isthat what you mean? They tried 
to make you do too much all at once to meet the contract ? 

Mr. Beixnar. Yes, sir; I have to say that. Much as I believe 
that the National Park Service is an excellent thing, I think they 
know what the shortcomings of whatever their problems are in this 
area, and I think that ultimately something will be done about it, 
but in the beginning this area has been entirely different from any 
other national-park area. It is not like Grand Canyon or Yosemite 
at all, and they are used to stating, what services shall be supplied, 
and “you usually do this, that, and the other thing.” For an example, 
in the beginning of this Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours Co. we 
were required to run a large excursion boat all the way into the lower 
end of the canyon, from Boulder Beach every day, if there was one 
passenger. This was a large boat with two big engines in it, and 
the thing just gulped a gallon of gas every time it turned over. And 
believe me, we lost money hand over fist, but the Park Service super- 
intendent thought he was doing the right thing. 

So, I think that it was a case of our being to blame for squandering 
money in order to do it, and I think it was their fault for asking us to. 

Mr. Yorry. Everyplace we go on this committee, we run into 
this same business, remote control. The Park Service has some sound, 
substantial people in it, but they are clear off in Washington, to them 
it looks like it would be a good idea to have an excursion boat. Sounds 
good to me now. 

Mr. Berxnar. That is right. This is the best in the world, righre 
here. 

3. I disagree with those who would like to see the National Park 
Service lose control of Lake Mead. This area is one of our great 
national assets, and its scenic and recreational features should be pro- 
tected against improper and unsafe development. I feel the National 
Park Service is the best qualified agency for the job. But from a 
business standpoint, Lake Mead national recreation area differs from 
the standard national park pattern. It has been demonstrated that 
this vast area is too large for any single concessionaire to handle 
successfully. 

4. I would like to urge that National Park Service funds, inadequate 
as they always seem to be, be spent largely for immediate public benefit. 
We desperately need such things as public docking facilities, improve- 
ments to public beaches, expanded camping grounds, and the opening 
of additional locations for boating and accommodations. As public 
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use of these facilities becomes heavier, the National Park Service 
should have less trouble in obtaining necessary funds for future expan- 
sion. 

Mr. Young. In regard to these facilities, which you say that they 
need, is it customary for the Government to always ‘furnish the funds 
for these national parks or monuments? Or does the concessionaire 
sometimes make the capital outlay for the park facilities like docks, 
camping grounds, and so forth. Where do you draw the line?! 

Mr. Betxnar. Well, I think you have to take them one at a time. 
You don’t have any precedent to go by there. If it is impractical or 
impossible to get concessionaires to put in adequate public docking 
facilities, then ‘I think it would be justified as an expenditure for the 
Park Service. Now, as far as camping grounds go, if you have trav- 
eled over the areas of the West you know that they generally put in 
water and toilet facilities, and usually some sort of cooking facilities, 
stoves or something. These are put in by the Government. 

Mr. Yorry. You think it would then be feasible to charge for these 
facilities and—— 

Mr. Beitknar. Yes, sir; I don’t know an area that would be any 
happier to pay for them than we are here. We have a very excellent 

campground down here on the shore of the lake, Lake Mead, now. 
The only thing, it isn’t adequate. 

Mr. Yorry. Could I ask Mr, Baggley what the fees are? 

Mr. Bacatey. The camping ground is equipped with electric camp 
stoves and there is a fee for the use of the electricity in the camp- 
ground. The only charge is for the electricity. We are prohibited by 
Jaw from charging admission to the campgrounds. 

Mr. Younc. I believe our time is about up. Thank you, Mr. Bel- 
knap. Your statement will be incorporated into the record. 

BELKNAP PHOTOGRAPHIC SERVICES, 
Boulder City, Nev., September 20, 1953. 
Mr. A. L. MILLER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MILLER: Thank you for your invitation of September 15 to 
appear at the hearing in Boulder City. 

Following is a list of points which I feel should be carefully considered by the 
committee in its study of Lake Mead national recreation area problems: 

1. There is urgent need for improved service to the public at Lake Mead, 
particularly in the Boulder Beach-lower basin area. Under the National Park 
Service policy in force for the past 17 years, only 1 hotel and 1 boat operation 
have been allowed to exist. 

I believe the answer lies in opening the Lake Mead area to orderly business 

competition, under the supervision of the National Park Service. On the lower 
basin alone there is room for at least five concessionaries to operate. A healthy 
sense of competition would automatically improve the services offered to the 
yublie. 
2. It would seem advisable to allow concessionaries at Lake Mead to operate 
on a small-business basis. As they prove their worth in public service they will 
expand. Mismanagement of large sums of money was the main reason for the 
failure of the original Grand Canyon-Boulder Dam Tours, Inc., operation, of 
which I was part owner. 

3. I disagree with those who would like to see the National Park Service lose 
control of Lake Mead. This area is one of our great national assets, and its 
seenic and recreational features should be protected against improper and 
unsafe development. I feel the National Park Service is the best qualified agency 
for the job. But from a business standpoint Lake Mead national recreation 
area differs from the standard national-park pattern. It has been demonstrated 
that this vast area is too large for any single concessionaire to handle successfully. 
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4. I would like to urge that National Park Service funds, inadequate as they 
always seem to be, be spent largely for immediate public benefit. We desperately 
need such things as public docking facilities, improvements to public beaches, 
expanded camping grounds, and the opening of additional locations for boating, 
and accommodations. As public use of these facilities becomes heavier, the 
National Park Service should have less trouble in obtaining necessary funds for 
future expansion. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wi1iAM BELKnap, Jr. 

Mr. Younc. Our next speaker is Mr. Tyre. 

Mr. Tyre. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
Chester Tyre. I am representing the owners of what I believe to be 
the only accessible private land within the Lake Mead national recrea- 
tional area. This presentation is made on behalf of Donald Belding, 
QO. L. Raney, Jack Richardson, and myself, owners of private land 
located within the boundaries of the Lake Mead national recreational 
area. The property consisting of 120 acres, is composed of 6 patented 
mining claims of 20 acres each, and was purchased by the present 
owners in June of this year. 

One parcel of 20 acres lies at the southwest corner of Hemangway 
Wash on the shore of Lake Mead near the present development of the 
National Park Service, and its concessionaries in that area. The 
remaining 100 acres are adjoining parcels of 20 acres each, which 
cross the Hoover Dam highway at a point approximately 3 miles west 
of Hoover Dam with a frontage of 1,600 feet on the highway. 

A number of rights-of-way and easements are granted, in our deed, 
to the Federal Government for powerlines, waterlines, and railways. 

We believe that there are excellent opportunities for the development 
of this. property to the benefit of visitors to the area as well as local 
residents. Specifically, we believe that our land is ideally situated for 
a hotel or motel, restaurant, service station, or other similar businesses. 

However, the big problem which we must solve is a lack of power 
and water on the site. There are presently two onttilities crossing 
the property—bot th owned by the Federal Government, and through 
which the Boulder City water sup ply is pumped. Within 2 eat 
mately 1 mile of the property is a powerline owned by the Federal 
Government from which power cout be delivered to our property. 

A formal request was made to the director, region III, Bureau of 
Reclamation, to furnish power and water to our property, but the 
request was denied. 

We concur with the recommendations of the area wide committee 
for development of the Lake Mead recreational area that increased 
use should he made of private capital to enlarge the recreational and 
service facilities in the Lake Mead area. This we are prepared to do 
if the necessary basic utilities can be acquired. 

Therefore we respectfully request that the policy of the Depart- 
ment of Interior be amended to allow us to purchase power and water 
to be used in the improvement of this property. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is this water underneath on that property that you get 
by well ? 

Mr. Tyre. There is water located on the 20 acres adjacent to the 
shoreline which we believe could be developed by well; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. You are under no inhibitions as far as what structure 
you put up there as a matter of water and power at the present time? 





BOULDER CITY, NEV. 111 


Mr. Tyre. I am assuming there would be no restrictions by either 
State or county since it is Federal land. 

Mr. Hosmer. How much footage do you have on the lake? 

Mr. Tyre. At that particular property, 1 corner of the 20 acres 
extends down below the present high level of the lake. We are assum- 
ing that would be combined, because of the policy of the Government 
to condemn land that is below the high level of the lake. 

Mr. Hosmer. You don’t know what it cost you to get your water 
out of a well, do you? 

Mr. Tyrer. We have no definite figures on it yet. 

Mr. Hosmer. You 

Mr. Tyre. We would be faced with a problem of delivering this 
water from this 20-acre property over Government property to the 
other propert ies. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is not contiguous with your other properties? 

Mr. Tyre. That is right. That one parcel is apart from the others. 

Mr. Youne. Does this map indicate the location of these other—— 

Mr. Tyre. That is not a good map. 

Mr. Youne. Would you get one to show the 100-acre parcel and 
the 20-acre parcel, to tie it in with your testimony? Do you think 
the Government would have any authority to sell power to private 
enterprises? It was suggested here this morning in testimony they 
might not be able to dispose of some 20,000 kilowatts to the munici- 
pality of Boulder City. 

Mr. Tyre. Of course, I am the first witness who has come here 
with any problem of private land, but certainly power is delivered 
to the concessionaires on the lake now. There would have to be a 
change in policy. It is being delivered now through the Park Serv- 
ice and to the concessionaires. 

Mr. Hosmer. The same is true with water, is that right? 

Mr. Tyre. That is correct, I believe. 

Mr. Youne. Any more questions? If not, thank you, Mr. Tyre. 
Our next witness is Mr. Kelch, who represents the Lake Mead Recrea- 
tional Area Committee. 

Mr. Ketcu. Gentlemen, my name is Maxwell Kelch. I am here 
representing the Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce and the Lake 
Mead recreational area committee, whose recommendations are sub- 
mitted herewith to you today, which have been endorsed by some 
50 chambers of commerce, civic and service organizations of Nevada 
and Arizona. 

The history of the development of the Lake Mead recreational area 
covers a period of a good many years. Participation quite obv iously 
has embraced all segments of the adjoining Arizona and Nevada 
communities. 

Now, I realize that your time is short, and I will hand in this mimeo- 
graphed report which I understand will be a part of the written 
record. I believe that you prefer it be handled in that manner 

Among some of the recommendations that this committee has 
thoroughly studied, is a development of land site areas in the Boulder 

Jeach area and we wish to emphasize in this hearing, that the com- 
mittee’s request for land development in the Boulder Beach area is 
not conflicting with the desires of Boulder City to extend the city 
limits to the shores of Lake Mead. This effort is fully supported by 
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the committee, and its desires are subordinate to the desires of Boulder 
City. Our desires are entirely separate. 

Lake Mead was formed almost 20 years ago. At that time a monop- 
olistic all-inclusive contract was granted a private concessionaire, who 
was charged, one would assume, since the contract has never been 
made public, with the responsibility of serving the public interests, 
convenience, and necessity. The facilities on the lake today, to serve 
the sportsman and the boatman are primitive, pe rhaps even more 
primitive than they were when the lake was formed. The Lake Mead 
Boat Co.’s dock at Boulder Beach, the principal operating base of the 
company, and the center of the major boating activity on the lake, is 
pitiful. It is served by a so-called office that consists of an old broken- 
down bus sitting wheels deep in the water. The attitude of the con- 
cessionaire for years has been, “the public be damned.” 

The concessionaire does not maintain an adequate supply of parts, 
paints, hardware, or other marine items. The concessionaire has no 
store or other public building to display marine merchandise or from 
which boatmen can purchase their needs. The boatmen of the area 
have no choice of gasoline, either as to brand of as to octane rating. 
Up until a few months ago the taxi boat used to transport people to 
their moorings was a filthy, dirty, greasy, workboat, in which no one 
could sit down without becoming soiled. For the 5-year period that 
I have personally operated a boat on Lake Mead, I have had to —— 
myself with gasoline over 50 percent of the time, tying up to the g 
barge, dragging the gas line into my boat, sending my wife or some 
guest to read the meters to determine the gallonage delivered, making 
out a ticket, signing it, and leaving it on the barge for the conces- 
sionaire to pick up at some future time. During this time there has 
never been, to my knowledge, a ground clip used on the gas hose, 
typical of marine installations elsewhere, to prevent a static spark 
from the gas nozzle from blowing up the entire barge and everyone 
on and around it. 

Within just the past week or 10 days, for example, complaints have 
been received by the Lake Mead Recreational Area Committee, that 
the concessionaire has refused to allow available dock space to be used 
and paid for by a major boat on the lake because some mechanical 
work was being done on the boat by a private mechanic. Private me- 
chanics are used whenever boatowners have no confidence in the abil- 
ity of the Lake Mead Boat Co. mechanics, or when Lake Mead Boat 


Co. charges are unreasonable. In another recent instance the Lake, 


Mead Boat Co. is reported to have refused to sell parts to a boat 
operator because he was having some work done by a private mechanic. 
A friend of mine recently purchased 200 gallons of fuel from the 
Lake Mead Boat Co., and after he had filled the tanks in his boat, 
pulled away from the gas barge and over to the company’s dock to pay 
his bill, the boat company attempted to charge him a 60 cent docking 
fee for tying up on their dock. 

After almost 20 years on the lake, the facilities supplied by the Na- 
tional Park Service for the boatman are also pitiful. The Park 
Service dock is an improvised, rickety structure that can accommo- 
. ate but two moderately sized boats at a time. Most of the space 

vailable alongside the catwalks to the dock, which could be used by 
ell outboard boats, is used almost exclusively by official dinghys and 
the NPS police boat. There is no power or other facility on the dock. 
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If one has to work on his boat with power tools, while tied to the 
NPS dock, either through preference or through the refusal of the 
Lake Mead Boat Co. to permit him to tie to their dock, the boatowner 
has to obtain and use a portable gasoline-driven electrical generator 
for power. 

Now, this committee recently asked one of its members, Mr. Jack 
Butler, president of the Nevada Federated Sportsman, past president 
of the Las Vegas Sportsman’s Association, and hunting and fishing 
editor of radio station KENO, in Las Vegas, to make a report on the 
Lake Mead Boat Co. 

Excerpts from his report to the committee were: 


During the past 5 years I have received many complaints about the Lake Mead 
Boat Co., poor equipment, lack of facilities, and uncooperative public relations 
being the general tenor of the complaints. Enumeration of some of the typical 
complaints might be helpful in setting forth my criticism of this concern. 

Frequency of theft and pilferage of boats moored on company moorings, com- 
pany mooring contracts relieve the Lake Mead Boat Co. of all liability. Such 
mooring agreements make protective patrol and guarding measures of no concern 
to the company. Boatowners are forced to sign such contracts or go without 
moorings because there is no competition and boatowners have nowhere else to go. 

The Bruce Sutton boat was missing for 2 months from a company mooring 
without the company knowing anything about it. This boat was found by the 
NPS stripped of equipment. The company at first denied the boat had ever been 
in its custody. Mr. Sutton had been using company facilities for 10 years. 

The Fred Dodgen boat was cut from a company mooring, drifted ashore, and 
was stripped. 

The Steve Cedzo boat, while on a company mooring, was broken into and 
stripped. 

The James Cashman boat burned to the waterline and sank while on a company 
mooring. 

The writer’s boat was placed in the custody of the company on a mooring 
agreement on November 11, 1951. The company left the boat tied to a dock for 
2 weeks before it was placed on a mooring. The paint and the chines of the boat 
were ruined. The company assumed no responsibility. 

A company charter boat, the Hae Dae, exploded and burned while on a charter 
trip carrying passengers for hire. 

The Waldo Burtness boat was placed on a company mooring contract and left 
tied at the company’s dock on September 12, 1953. When Mr. Burtness returned 
to use his boat it was gone. The company denied any knowledge of the boat. 
A company boat was then rented by Burtness, but the company said he could not 
rent a boat without a motor, even though he had his own motor and didn’t want 
to rent another one. While on the lake Burtness met State Conservation Officer 
Fenton and told him about the loss of his boat. Officer Fenton located the boat 
on the lake with two men init. When confronted by the officer and Mr. Burtness 
the men contended they had found the boat drifting in the center of the lake. 

Mr. E. O. Underhill, owner of the Coca-Cola Bottling Co., has repeatedly com- 
plained about inferior repairs being made on his boat by the company. Although 
the charges were paid, defects in the workmanship were never remedied. 

There are no facilities available on the lake for adequately launching 
large craft. 

Docking facilities on the lake are not adequate for large boats. 

The food concession at the boat dock is very poor. 

These are only a few of the complaints that this writer receives daily. 

During the 12 years that the writer has been interested in the Lake Mead 
area, promises have been forthcoming of improvements to this concession. 
We who have studied this problem in committee feel that the NPS has definitely 
failed to remedy the situation. We feel that the master lessee, Mr. F. B. 
Patterson, should be held responsible for the present existing conditions rather 
than be permitted to hide behind the sublessee. 

We invite inspection of these conditions. We ask the magnificent display 
of scenic grandeur be viewed and the physical plant be viewed and the question 
asked if the latter is in keeping with the former. We ask that the visitor 
records of the area be checked, over 2 million a year; that the records of the 
Nevada Fish and Game Commission be checked, over 17,500 out-of-State fishing 
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licenses in Clark County alone, so that you can be amazed by the number of 
people who view and use this area. And then we ask that you look carefully 
at the operation of the Lake Mead Boat Co, 

The time has come for action, not excuses. 

Basically, our committee believes that the present policy of the National 
Park Service, although greatly liberalized and improved by the new regula- 
tions, are still too restrictive for the effective development of the Lake Mead 
recreational area. The feeling of the group can be very well expressed by 
quoting a letter dated March 27, 1950, addressed to Mr. William T. Holcomb, 
chairman, Nevada State Planning Board, Carson City, Nev.: from Mr. Wayne C. 
Fletcher, executive director of the Arkansas Resources and Development Com- 
mission, Little Rock, Ark. 

In Arkansas, we are able to contrast the development around the Government- 
built flood control projects with that bordering on lakes created by dams con- 
structed by a private power company for the purpose of generating hydro- 
electric power. In the case of privately owned lakes where individual owner- 
ship of land is permitted down to the high water contour there has been tre- 
mendous development and the shores of the lakes are literally lined with private 
homes, tourist accommodations, boat docks, and other recreational facilities 
which can be used, and enjoyed by the general public, at a nominal cost. The 
result is a Mecca of tourists during the spring, summer, and fall seasons and 
an almost unbelievable improvement in the general economy of the area affected. 

On the other hand, where the Government owns all land contiguous to the 
lake, there are relatively no accommodations of a lasting or desirable nature. 
Consequently, most tourists do not patronize these places but seek another spot 
for their vacation. 

After a careful study of this matter, it is our opinion that the Government's 
land-use policy around the lakes in question is wrong and is not in the best 
interests of the States in which these projects are located. 

When considering the development of the Lake Mead recreational 
area, a better perspective is obtained if some comparisons are made. 
Lake Mead alone, to say nothing of Lake Mojave, below, has a shore- 
line of 550 miles. This corresponds in magnitude to the length of 
the entire California shoreline from San Diego to San Francisco. 
Obviously, this is a vast area, and its full development cannot be 
properly accomplished by one Government agency, one private busi- 
ness entity, or one concessionaire. 

Gentlemen, for nearly 20 years the public has suffered because the 
National Park Service has failed to enforce the provisions of an ex- 
clusive monopolistic contract given to a sole concessionaire who has 
failed to provide adequate service to the public. We plead that no 
such contract ever again be entered into, and that for its remaining 
term, if the contract cannot be broken, the National Park Sevice 
should force the concessionaire to deliver adequate service to the 
public. At the termination of the present contract let business on 
the lake be opened up, so that the American, competitive, free-enter- 
prise system can function. Then automatically the incompetent, and 
those who are unfitted or unwilling to serve the needs of the public 
will be eliminated. Those who remain will have proved themselves 
worthy. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, if I may comment briefly on the testi- 
mony given by Mr. Moorhead. We of the committee believe that the 
concessionaire has a great complaint with the operation of the NPS 
as it pertains to their meddling with private business enterprise. 

We believe Mr. Patterson has a great deal to be said on his side. 
His censure, we believe, comes from the fact that these problems have 
never been made known so that correction could be made. 

Mr. Youne. Our time is limited. Do the members of the committee 
have any questions they would like to ask? If not, Mr. Moorhead 
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asked for a few minutes to refute some testimony. Your testimony, 
Mr. Kelch, will be incorporated into the record. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


LAS VeGas, NEvADA, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Las Vegas, Nev., May 19, 1953. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


The accompanying material is a complete file of the activities of the Lake 
Mead Recreational Committee. 

While the material is self-explanatory I feel it does not reflect the complete 
accomplishments of a body of citizens with a united purpose. 

Due to the activities of this committee the benefits to the community are far 
greater than appear on paper. Many benefits in the relaxation of stringent 
rules and regulations that have been encountered in the past have not been 
apparent since this committee’s inception. 

The committee will continue to serve its many members and the community 
and at the present time is contemplating many new projects for this and ensuing 
years. 

We of the committee feel there is a definite place in any community for a 
committee such as this with a definite aim for community service. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WAYNE E. Kircu, 
Chairman, Lake Mead Recreational Committee. 


LAS VEGAS, NEV., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Las Vegas, Nev., August 9, 1952. 
Mr. RicHarp D. SEARLES, 
Under Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Seartes: Attached hereto are specific recommendations for the de- 
velopment of the Lake Mead recreational area, submitted pursuant to your re- 
quest to the Lake Mead Recreational Area Committee, during their meeting with 
you in Boulder City, Nev., on April 30, 1952. 

The history of the attempt to improve and develop additional recreational 
facilities in this area covers a period of many years. Participation in such 
efforts has embraced all segments of the adjoining Arizona and Nevada com- 
munities. 

The Nevada State Planning Board has attempted, without success, to obtain 
permission to establish State parks in the area. Two serious attempts to estab- 
lish yacht clubs have been unsuccessful. During the first session of the 76th 
Congress, a bill, H. R. 2195, was introduced on January 10, 1939, which would, 
upon passage, permit the establishment of a State park in Vegas Wash. This bill 
passed both Houses of Congress, but was vetoed by the President of the United 
States. Many other efforts have been continued through the years to improve 
and develop the area. 

Although the past efforts had proved unsuccessful, public interest remained 
high. On May 19, 1951, by notice published in the Federal Register, the Secretary 
of the Interior invited the public to participate in the preparation of amendments 
to the rules governing the Lake Mead recreational area, and was invited to sub- 
mit views, data, and arguments, to the Director of the National Park Service. 
Many local organizations and individuals responded and the new rules and 
regulations published July 4, 1952, in the Federal Register reflect their thinking 
and suggestions. The new regulations have been liberalized and improved, and 
pave the way for a complete recreational development of the Lake Mead recrea- 
tional area, which will reflect credit to the National Park Service, improve the 
economic well-being of the residents of the area, as well as provide a recreational 
asset for tourists and visitors unequaled anywhere else in America. The Na- 
tional Park Service is to be complimented on the new rules and regulations. 

Shortly after the May 19, 1951, invitation of the Secretary of the Interior, a 
permanent committee was set up with representation from all segments of the 
adjoining Arizona and Nevada communities to study and recommend improve- 
ments in the recreational area. Early this year a set of principles (attached 
hereto) covering the communities’ thinking toward the management and de- 
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velopment of the area was submitted to you in Washington, accompanied by 
voluminous supporting data. Subsequent to the receipt of this material, at your 
meeting with the committee in Boulder City on April 30, 1952, you indicated 
agreement with the general principles, and invited submission of specific recom- 
mendations for development of the area to augment the previous report. 

These recommendations have been developed as a result of considerable study 
and effort, and represent the thinking of many groups in Arizoua and Nevada, 
The committee respectfully requests that they be carefully considered and made 
part of the formal policy for the management and development of the area by 
the National Park Service. 

The list of Arizona and Nevada organizations endorsing these recommenda- 
tions is attached hereto. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LAKE MEAD RECREATIONAL AREA COMMITTEE, 
MAXWELL KELCH, Chairman. 


SpeciFic RECOMMENDATION OF THE LAKE MEAD RECREATIONAL AREA COMMITTEE 
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SHORES OF LAKE MEAD, LAKE MOHAVE, AND THE 
CoLoRADO RIVER ENCOMPASSED IN THE LAKE MEAD RECREATIONAL AREA 


NEVADA SHORE 
Military 

Nellis Air Force Base through Col. Clifford G. Carter request that an area in 
Colville Wash be made available for the military to establish thereon a rest 
and recreational camp and a base of operations for their military search and 
rescue operations. Nellis Air Force Base is no longer interested in sites for- 
merly requested in the Hemmingway Wash, Boulder Beach, or Saddle Island 
areas. 

Sportsman 

The sportsmen’s clubs of Clark County, Nev., consisting of organizations in 
Las Vegas, Boulder City, Henderson, and in Moapa Valley request permission to 
develop an available and appropriate site in Hemmingway Wash. The develop- 
ment will consist of the establishment of a lodge and dock facilities for the use 
of their combined membership. 

Permission is also requested by the sportsmen to establish at appropriate 
locations, throughout the Lake Mead, Make Mohave, and Colorado River areas, 
rescue shelters and camping areas where fuel, food, and other facilities can be 
maintained to provide spots for safe haven during stormy or adverse condi- 
tions on the lake and to provide central areas around which fishing and camp- 
ing activities can be safely conducted. Ten or 15 such facilities are re- 
quested in strategic spots throughout the area, such as Aztee Point, Cottonwood 
zanding, Boulder Wash, Bonelli Wash, Hualapai Wash, and in the Virgin Basin. 
These rescue and shelter camps will be of rustic construction in keeping with 
the area. (See attached plans, specifications, photographs, etc.) 


Boy Scouts 


The Boy Scouts request permission to establish two camps in the Lake Mead 
area and one in the Lake Mohave area. 

In the Lake Mead area, one camp is desired near Overton, at a site specifi- 
eally described in the attached communication from the Moapa Valley Chamber 
of Commerce, item 3. One campsite is desired in the Hemmingway Wash area, 
either adjacent to the Vegas Wash, or just east of the old Boulder Beach. In 
the Lake Mohave area the Scouts request permission to establish a site at the 
“Tatum Ranch” on the Arizona side opposite the Searchlight ferry. (See at- 
tached communications from the Boy Scouts of America.) 


Other youth and recreational groups 

Girl Scouts, YMCA, WYCA, and other Clark County youth and recreational 
groups request permission to establish a joint community camp in the Boulder 
Seach area for year-around recreational activities. These groups feel they 
cannot each afford to develop and maintain an independent campsite and there- 
fore propose a facility to be used jointly by several recreational groups. Facili- 
ties would include cabins with bunkhouse facilities, community kitchen and 
messing facilities, sanitary facilities, and a recreational and play area with 
adequate shade trees. 
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Overton area development 

The attached communication from the Moapa Valley Chamber of Commerce 
specifies in addition to the Boy Scout camp mentioned previously, three specific 
areas for the establishment of cabin and homesites; one area as a park and 
picnic ground; one area for the establishment of a trailer court; and one ares 
for the establishment of a hotel. The Moapa Valley Chamber of Commerce 
request that the rights to the water in the Rogers Spring area now held by the 
National Park Service, be made available for domestic use at sites 4 and 5 
specified in their communications. Sites for the development proposed should 
be made available on a fee simple basis or if such arrangements are not possible, 
on a 99-year or similar long-term lease arrangement. 
Housing, Hemmingway Wash area 

The committee requests that the Small Homesteads Act be made applicable 
in the old Boulder Beach area. The exact size of parcels within the 5-acre 
maximum provision of the act and the number thereof to be determined by an 
extensive community survey conducted under the auspices of this committee to 
determine the public’s specific desires and needs. 
Subdivision development, Lake Mead area 

An area above the highway overlooking the yacht harbor is requested for the 
purpose of developing a modern high-class subdivision on a nonprofit basis. It 
is proposed that a nonprofit corporation be established whereby interests in the 
corporation are acquired through the purchase of lots in the subdivision. Any so- 
called profit that would be made by the corporation would be used in developing 
the area with roads, landscaping, etc., as well as the financing of the causeway 
and yacht club project described below. This subdivision area would be under 
strict architectural lot size, building area size, and building cost control, thus 
insuring a high-class residential resort development typical of similar better 
developments in private recreational areas elsewhere. 


Causeway and yacht club 

There is no protected anchorage in the Hemmingway Wash area adequate for 
the mooring of a substantial number of private yachts. The present yacht 
anchorage is unprotected from wind and waves throughout 180° of the 
compass. The committee requests permission to develop an earth-filled cause 
way between the island at the mouth of the present yacht harbor and the 
mainland. This would provide a protected mooring area which would allow a 
very substantial increase in the number of boats presently moored at Boulder 
Beach and would allow the mooring of boats much closer together with adequate 
safety. Permission is requested in connection with the development of the cause 
way project to level off the island and establish thereon a private yacht club. 
On the lee side of the causeway, slips, landing ramps, and yacht club and public 
mooring areas as well as additional mooring area for the concessionaire would be 
provided. A bathing beach would be established on the weather side of the cause- 
way and along the shoreline directly east of the causeway. This would establish 
swimming and beach facilities in conjunction with boating and yacht activities, 
but at the same time separate swimmers from the areas where boats are operat- 
ing. The causeway and yacht club area would provide a perfect vantage point 
for spectators to view aquatic sports of all types including regattas, boat races, 
etc. 

The committee requests that adequate facilities essential for the servicing and 
are of boats be provided through commercial concessions, which would include 
a marine railroad, a complete ship chandler service which would stock a com- 
plete line of marine items, paints, hardware, and parts for the proper mainte- 
nance of all types of boats and marine engines used on the lake. Complete food 
and catering services, restaurant, and lunchroom facilities should be provided 
through commercial concessions at the yacht harbor. 

The National Park Service, at its expense, should provide several additional 
paved ramps for launching boats from trailers in the yacht harbor area. In addi- 
tion the Park Service should develop a public park area in the vicinity of the 
yacht harbor, complete with shade trees, benches, water fountains, comfort sta- 
tions, etc., for the use of the general public. The latter should be made avail- 
able at all public areas, with emphasis on the Vegas Wash area. 


United States Coast Guard Augiliary 
The committee requests that the recommendations of the United States Coast 
Guard (per the attached communication from the commander of the i1th Coast 
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Guard District) be followed and that the Coast Guard Auxiliary be granted per- 
mission to establish operational headquarters on the lake shore in the vicinity 
of the yacht harbor. In connection with this shore facility, permission is re- 
quested for the establishment of appropriate ramps, floats, and landing facilities 
for the use of the Coast Guard and Auxiliary boats. The recommendations of the 
Coast Guard and the Coast Guard Auxiliary for moorings, mooring areas, opera- 
tional procedures on the water and improvements of navigational lights and 
markers on the water should be strictly followed. 

Commercial housing 

The committee recommends the encouragement and development of commer- 
cial hotels, lodges, camps and trailer parks through concessions, which will meet 
the needs and desires of all classes and types of the traveling public. 

State parks 

The Nevada State Planning Commission requests the opportunity to meet with 
the Department of the Interior and Park Service representatives to work out 
arrangements for establishing State Parks on Lake Mead and Lake Mohave. 
Fish and game 

The committee requests a closer working association between the National 
Park Service, the Fish and Widlife Service and the Nevada Fish and Game 
Commission, to further the interests of conservation of game and fish manage- 
ment on Lake Mead, Lake Mohave, and the Colorado River. 

The committee also requests participation by the National Park Service in the 
gathering of information and the furthering of research on the fish and game 
of this recreational area. There should be a full and complete interchange of 
information obtained by all agencies dealing with all phases of fish and game 
management in the area. 

The committee further requests that the proposed Overton waterfowl manage- 
ment area be developed in accordance with the plans now approved by the Nevada 
Fish and Game Commission and the Federal-Aid Division of the Fish and Widlife 
Service. This project will provide Clark County, Nev., a much-needed waterfowl 
area on the basis of 25 cents per dollar, as the project will be financed by matching 
funds provided by the Pittman-Robertson bill. 

The committee further requests that all big game within the recreational area 
be managed on the basis of sound game management principles rather than on a 
game preserve, refuge, or esthetic value basis. 

Nonprofit organizations activities 

The committee recommends that nonprofit organizations be encouraged to 
promote water sports events, regattas, boat races, etc., that such organizations 
be permitted to charge admissions to such events and be allowed to sell food 
and beverages to spectators as long as the overall activity is nonprofit. 
Building regulations, etc. 

All rules and regulations covering sanitation, building requirement, ete., in 
the area should be comparable to like private developments elsewhere, and in 
conformity with the current uniform building code of the Pacific Coast Building 
Officials Conference. Disposal and sewerage facilities should be of the general 
septic tank type or similar to the attached plans which have been used for many 
years in the Florida area where extensive developments on lakeshores present a 
similar problem to that which will be encountered here. The attached plans 
provide for adequate disposal facilities to care for three to four hundred people, 
and local contractors have submitted bids for the construction of such a unit ata 
figure of approximately $3,500. 


Land titles 


The acquisition of titles to property proposed for development under the Small 
Homesteads Act is spelled out in the act. Land for the development of other 
private homesite areas, requested herein, should be made available on a fee- 
simple basis, or if such is impossible, on a 99-year-lease basis. 


Easements 


Easements for access roads, powerlines, utilities, etc., over Government land 
should be granted to the various proposed developments, 
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ARIZONA SHORE 


It is requested that at each of the locations hereinafter mentioned, qualified 
citizens be permitted to acquire, by long-term lease or outright purchase, small 
tracts for home, cabin, camp, health, convalescent, recreational, and business 
sites, as provided by the Small Homesteads Act, or under such proper provisions 
as may be made by the Department of the Interior for permitting such occupation 
and development. The specific areas recommended for consideration are as 
follows: 

1, Catherine Wash area.—Housing should be allowed and encouraged to fill 
needs of various degrees of permanency and price range, to include low-cost 
cabin types and bunkhouse type housing for groups, with central toilet and 
shower facilities, such housing as fishermen and fishing groups would use in 
various income brackets. It should include trailer camps. Developing of 
winter-home areas should be encouraged for those who wish to establish such 
residences for part-time or full-time use, and are able to meet reasonable and 
adequate standards of sanitation, etc. Lodges and cabin facilities in various 
spots should run the entire gamut of price ranges. 

2. A point on Lake Mohave west of the old Portland mine.—Auxiliary emer- 
gency dock and facilities. 

3. Tatum Ranch, Arizona side—Nonprofit organizations, such as Boy Scouts 
and Girl Scouts camps should be permitted to use and develop specific areas for 
campsites, etc., by meeting reasonable standards similar to those set in private 
recreational area. Such projects as building and maintenance of refuge havens 
by sportsmen’s groups at strategic points on lake shores might well be included. 
These organizations and groups should be permitted to operate on a nonprofit 
basis as a private agency without being obligated to contract services or supplies 
from any specific concessionaire in the area. Nonprofit organizations wishing to 
finance public events on a nonprofit basis should be allowed to sell services and 
charge admission to events. Examples would be regattas for speedboats. This 
group recommends this site for a joint site for Girl Scouts and Boy Seouts. The 
facilities should include (1) cabins with bunkhouse facilities (2) kitchen facil- 
ities (3) lavatories (4) recreation (5) park area and adequate shade trees. 

4. Bonelli Landing.—This group recommends the same type facilities as recom- 
mended for the Catherine Wash area (1). 

5. The Detrial Wash.—This location recommended for auxiliary emergency 
dock and facilities. 

6. Northwesterly beach of Temple Bar Landing.—This group recommends the 
same type facilities as recommended for the Catherine Wash area (1). Further 
recommended is enlargement and improvement of the emergency landing strip. 
It is felt that due to the large number of fishermen flying to their fishing desti- 
nation from the State of Arizona and all over the United States, the present 
landing strip should be enlarged, improved and better maintained. Local au- 
thorities should be permitted under Federal regulation to improve and maintain 
this and other strips and any roads leading to the lakes. 

7. Salt Springs Wash.—An auxiliary emergency dock and facilities is recom- 
mended for this area. 

8. Hualapai Wash.—This group recommends the same type facilities as recom- 
mended for the Catherine Wash area (1). 

9. Pierce’s Ferry.—The group recommends the same type facilities as the 
Catherine Wash area (1). Further, a landing field should be maintained. 


GENERAL 


It is recommended that all regulations regarding fishing be handled under 
and conform to State law largely as now prevailing. Such studies of fish 
population, fish foods and fish plantings as are now being conducted by State 
fish and game commissions should be encouraged and plantings by both State 
and Federal agencies encouraged, in view of the tremendous interest these lakes 
attract on the part of fishermen from the country over, making fishing in these 
lakes both a popular sport and a huge economic asset to the area. Every en- 
couragement should be given to the United States Fish and Wildlife Seryice to 
aid in perpetuation of fish life in the lakes, in order that this huge and popular 
mecca for fishermen may not be depleted of game fish. Hatcheries service and 
fish biologist service might well be included as important aids to the area. 
Depletion of fish supply is already a serious problem which should have con- 
certed attention. There has been but one planting of bass in Lake Mead since 
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the lake was formed, we are told, and nothing has been done to aid the food 
supply for the bass. 

Bathing beaches could well be improved with addition of sand strips or 
possible strips of pavement running from the high-water mark out into the lake, 
where bathers may protect their feet from sharp rocks while going in and out 
of the water. More areas for such sports as volleyball might be provided, with 
sandy terrain, as part of beach area facilities. 

In all public areas, adequate shade trees should be provided with benches, 
seats, water fountains, comfort stations, etc., so that the public can relax and 
enjoy the area. 

This committee recommends the encouragement and development of commer- 
cial hotels, lodges, and trailer parks, suitable for all classes. 

Fishing and game commission.—The committee recommends a closer working 
association between the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the Nevada and Arizona Fish and Game Commissions with the idea to fur- 
ther the interests of conservation of game and fish management of Lake Mead 
and Lake Mohave and the Colorado River. There should be a full interchange 
of information obtained by all agencies dealing with all phases of fish and game 
management in the area. 

Fuel.—There should be no monopoly in supplying of fuels for boats and other 
purposes. Each operator and patron of the area should be able to choose and 
develop his own source of fuel as he sees fit. 

Navigation.—Aids to navigation on the lakes should be more complete. Under- 
water obstructions on Lake Mead in particular should be suitable to warn boat- 
men and more lights should be installed. 

Supplies.—All concessioners should be permitted to handle food, beverages, 
sporting goods, souvenirs, etc., and a complete line of tourists’ needs. Stocks of 
concessioners should be limited chiefly or only by the individual concessioner’s 
own judgment as to what will sell and his ability to keep merchandise in stock. 
The principles of supply and demand and of competitive enterprise we believe 
should prevail. 

Roadways.—Planning for development in the area should include: 

1. Need for development of roadways into Lake Mohave area on the Arizona 
side, roads to all areas listed on the above-mentioned program should be improved 
upon and properly maintained. Inasmuch as National Park Service has at times 
been unable to expend funds on maintenance of roads, and inasmuch as all 
citizens of the area and visiting motorists pay a substantial gasoline tax which, 
handled by State and county, is used for highway maintenance, it is suggested 
that the National Park Service permit county or State highway maintenance 
agencies to maintain such roads if such arrangements could be worked out. 

Conclusion.—This committee believes that private capital should be used to 
the maximum in development of the area, under appropriate restrictions, with 
public money being called upon only secondary. 


Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 
3oulder City Chamber of Commerce 
Henderson Chamber of Commerce 
Moapa Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Searchlight Chamber of Commerce 
Bullhead City Chamber of Commerce 
Kingman Chamber of Commerce 
Chambers of commerce of all the Arizona Highline 
Las Vegas Sportsmen Association 
soulder City Sportsmen Association 
Henderson Sportsmen Association 
Moapa Valley Sportsmen Association 
Arizona Game Protective Association 


CLARK COUNTY CIVIC SERVICE FEDERATION 


Business and Professional Women’s Club 
Boulder City Chamber of Commerce 
Boulder City Lions Club 

Boulder City Rotary Club 

Boulder City Soroptimist Club 

Boulder City Sportsmen’s Association 
VFW Auxiliary, Boulder Dam Post No. 3574 
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Boulder City Women’s Club 

Henderson Business and Professional Women’s Club 
Henderson Chamber of Commerce 

Henderson Lions Club 

Henderson Elementary Classroom Teachers Association 
Paradise Valley Improvement Association 
Arrowhead Acres Improvement Association 

NLV Business and Professional Women’s Club 
North Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 

North Las Vegas Lions Club 

North Las Vegas Improvement Association 
American Association of University Women 

Las Vegas Business and Professional Women’s Club 
Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 

Las Vegas Junior Chamber of Commerce 

DAV, Las Vegas Chapter No. 11 

DAV, Las Vegas Chapter No. 11 Auxiliary 

Las Vegas Educational Association 

Las Vegas Lions Club 

Mesquite Club 

Optimist Club 

Opti-Mrs. Club 

Nevada Society of Professional Engineers 

Las Vegas Rotary Club 

Las Vegas Soroptimist Club 

Las Vegas Sportsmen’s Association 

VFW, Fred S. Pennington Post No. 1753 

VFW, Fred S. Pennington Post No. 1753 Auxiliary 
Southern Nevada Community Concert Association 





UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, 
lita CoAsT GUARD DISTRICT, 
Long Beach 2, Calif., July 30, 1952. 
Mr. Maxwety KeEtcuH, 
Chairman, Lake Mead Recreational Committee, 
c/o Radio Station KENO, Las Vegas, Nev. 

Dear Sir: The following is an expression of the Coast Guard’s position 
respect to search and rescue on Lake Mead: 

(1) Applicable sections of title 14, United States Code, place the responsi- 
bility for search and rescue on waters under the jurisdiction of the United 
States on the Coast Guard. 

(2) In the foreseeable future this responsibility in the Lake Mead area must 
be met through utilization of the voluntary efforts of the Lake Mead flotilla 
of the United States Coast Guard Auxiliary, functioning as an AUXOP unit. 

(3) It has been the experience of the Coast Guard that it is imperative that 
such operations be centered in a facility at which communications, operational 
control, and planning may be provided. This is particularly true when local 
agreements, such as now being prepared in your area, require the coordinated 
efforts of two groups—these being, in the Lake Mead area, the auxiliary and 
the Civil Air Patrol. 

Therefore, the Coast Guard has strongly urged the Coast Guard Auxiliary to 
make every effort to establish a suitable operational headquarters, with the 
above facilities, on the shore of Lake Mead—more definitely in the vicinity of 
Boulder Beach. With such a facility available and with the completion of 
present arrangements being consummated between the auxiliary and the Civil 
Air Patrol, the position of the boating public in the Lake Mead area with 
respect to safety will have been materially improved. 

JOHN TREBES, 
Captain, United States Coast Guard, Commander, 
11th Coast Guard District. 
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BouLpER DAM AREA COUNCIL, INC., Boy Scouts oF AMERICA, 
Las Vegas, Nev., June 25, 1952. 
Mr. MAx KELcH, 
Chairman, Lake Mead Recreational Committee, 
Las Vegas, Chamber of Commerce, Las Vegas, Nev. 

DEAR Max: Since the meeting of the Lake Mead Recreational Committee on 
June 11, we have done a lot of checking on sites for possible use by the Boy 
Scouts. 

Although we have no official action on it, we have talked to enough of the 
Scouters to have formed a pretty good idea of what would be involved in site 
development. They would like to propose a site on Lake Mohave at what is 
known as the Tatum Ranch, on the Arizona side opposite the Searchlight Ferry. 

On Lake Mead in the Overton area, the exact location to be determined by 
Seout leaders in Moapa Valley. These two sites would be developed only 
with the minimum of sanitary facilities and an area set aside for camping by 
Scout troops. In addition, the council would be very desirous of a location on 
Lake Mead either adjacent to Vegas Wash or just east—perhaps a fourth mile— 
of the old Boulder Beach. This latter site would be developed with a long-range 
program to include not only sanitation and camping facilities, but also a boat 
dock and a structure to be used as a central gathering place for training purposes, 
etc. The ultimate aim of this particular location would be not only for local 
use on a year-around basis but as an explorer base made available to tour 
groups of explorers throughout this region. 

Every year a large number of tour groups come through the area, most of 
whom have a problem of where to stay, especially when camping. The purpose 
of such a base would be to develop it for local use as well as tour groups, and 
approval for such a plan has been given by our regional office. The base would 
be operated by the Boulder Dam Area Council, with a small charge to outside 
groups for maintenance, ete. This plan is now in operation in three regions of 
the country for such explorer bases. 

I am enclosing a copy of a letter Donald D. Moyer, regional Scout executive, 
recently forwarded to us endorsing such a base. 

I am sorry that I could not attend the meeting of June 25; however, I assure 
you that the Boy Scouts of America and the Boulder Dam Area Council are 
very much interested in this project and that we will be anxious to work with 
the committee in it’s aim of opening up the Lake Mead recreational area fot 
private and commercial ventures. 

Sincerely, 
BovuLpER DAM AREA COUNCIL, 
JAMES A. Moss, Scout Brecutive, 





[Copy of letter from Don W. Moyer] 


Bovu.per Dam AREA Counctt, INC., 
Boy Scouts or AMERICA, 
Las Vegas, Nev., June 17, 1952. 
Subject: Your letter dated June 16, scouting base on Lake Mead. 
Mr. James A. Moss, 
Boy Scouts of America, Box 1217, Las Vegas, Nev. 

Dear Jim: You have a good idea and certainly if there is a possibility some 
site on Lakes Mead and Mohave should be set aside for the use of agencies 
and organizations such as the Boy Scouts of America. 

It is true that many councils in region 12, and such times as we hold 
national jamborees, from outside the region would find such a campsite very 
desirable and helpful. 

Since the region itself cannot operate such a base or hold property for 
that purpose, or even a State or forest lease, we believe the best approach is 
for the Boulder Dam and Nevada area councils to either separately or jointly 
sponsor the project. 

Once the base is established and title loaned to the Boulder Dam Council, 
the site could be made available to other councils as guests, charging the 
use fee and requesting proper application for, and maintenance for the site 
while occupying same. 
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You may wish to use this letter to inform the Clark County committee that 
the local Boulder Dam Council and the region 12 office believe that such an 
explorer base campsite operated by the council, would prove to be a great 
advantage to many other councils in region 12. 

Kind regards. 

Sincerely, 
Boy Scouts or AMERICA, 
Don W. Moyer, 
Regional Scout Executive. 


Moapa VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Overton-Logandale, Nev., July 29, 1952. 
Mr. Max KeEtcn, 
Chamber of Commerce Committee for Lake Mead Development, 
Las Vegas, Nev. 

DEAR Mr. Ketcu: At the last meeting of the Lake Mead Development Com- 
mittee, our representative, Mr. L. D. Payne, was requested to have a complete 
report of our recommendations on the Overton area development plans mailed 
to you. 

Our committee met, and we have endeavored to place our sites so as to be 
found on map more easily, and are as follows: 

1. The area one-fourth to one-half mile north of the Overton boat dock on the 
west side of the lake for homesites, being a portion of sections 15 and 16 
township 17 south, range 68 east Mount Diablo base meridian. This area has 
already been so designated by Park Service officials. It consists of several low 
benches that overlook the lake and would make ideal homesites. 

2. The area of approximately 2 acres immediately west of the Overton Bathing 
Beach, as a park. And that water be provided and trees planted to provide 
shade for picnic grounds and a resting place for tourists. This being a part 
of section 15, township 17 south, range 68 east. 

3. The area of the first Sand Wash below the Overton Boat Landing for 
Moapa-Virgin Valley Boy Scouts Camp. This is located in sections 25 and 26 
township 18 south, range 68 east. This camp to be used by the different troops 
of our district and visiting troops from all over the country. 

4. The area on the low bench just above high water line at what is known 
as Stewarts Point, for home and cabin sites, also trailer park. Being a part 
of the following sections 5, 6, 8, 9, township 18 south, range 68 east. This 
is a large area, overlooking the lake and would lend itself beautifully to this 
type of development. It is adjacent to an extensive shoreline, well adapted to 
bank fishing as well as providing quiet coves for boat mooring. 

5. The area at and below Rodgers Spring for a retreat hotel and homesites. 
Located in sections 7, 17, and 18 of township 18 south, range 68 east. Also 
sections 12 and 13, township 18 south, range 67 east. This is an ideal spot 
for a retreat hotel. There are several springs of clear water in this area which 
could well be used for every purpose but drinking. It is our plan, that this area 
be used for the more exclusive homesites. 

We sincerely hope the above recommendations will be considered as an amend- 
ment to our previous request of June 10, 1952. 

Respectfully submitted. 

L. P. Keviar, President 





MEETING AT Bou.perR City, NeEv., BETWEEN MEMBERS OF THE LAKE MEAD RECREA- 
TIONAL COMMITTEE, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR RicuHarp D. Scares, 
ParkK SERVICE OFFICIALS, AND OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES, AUGUST 11, 1952 





ATTENDANCE 


Richard D. Searles, Under Secretary of the Interior. 

Miles Q. Romney, Bureau of Reclamation, Washington, D. C. 

George Baggley, Park Service, Boulder City, Nev. 

Preston P. Patraw, Assistant Director of the Park Service, Santa Fe. 

Irving C. Root, community planner, National Park Service, Washington, D. C. 
W. Ward Yeager, National Park Service, Boulder City. 

Russell Grader, National Park Service, Boulder City. 
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Glen Hendricks, National Park Service, Boulder City. 

Maxwell Kelch, chairman, Chamber of Commerce, Las Vegas, Nev. 

Owen R. Finch, AGPA, Kingman, Ariz. 

E. V. Hickman, Overton, Nev. 

George Snoreen, Overton, Nev 

Roberta Hudlow, Girl Scouts camping chairman, Boulder City, Nev. 

Mrs. Gordon Anderson, Boulder City, Nev. 

Claude L. Nichols, Williams, Ariz 

Norman W. Lemons, Prescott, Ariz. 

G. W. Sandley, Prescott, Ariz. 

Dan Hankin, AGPA, Prescott, Ariz. 

Earl Albright, vice president, Prescott Sportsmen Association. 

Tony Lynch, Prescott, Ariz. 

E. R. Hinson, Prescott, Ariz. 

Earl Brothers, Boulder City, Nev. 

Ken Frogley, Chamber of Commerce, Las Vegas, Nev. 

E. G. Nielsen, Boulder City, Nev. 

R. T. Warner, Boulder City, Nev. 

C. W. Barlow, Boulder City, Nev. 

Jim Jordon, Boulder City, Nev. 

Ivins P. MacDonald, Boulder City, Nev. 

Dr. W. J. Richards, Kingman, Ariz. 

A. J. Fisher, Boulder City Sportsmen Association. 

H. D. Pattillo, Interstate Stream Commission of Arizona. 

Elmo Elisworth, Chamber of Commerce, Las Vegas, Nev. 

Frank W. Groves, Nevada State Fish and Game Commission, Reno, Nev. 

Senator Clyde Bollinger, Kingman, Ariz. 

F. R. Dunton, Mohave County Chamber of Commerce. 

Clyde Perkins, Moapa Valley Chamber of Commerce. 

Jack BE. Butler, president, Las Vegas Sportsmen Association. 

James H. Gorman, secretary, Las Vegas Sportsmen Association. 

Joseph Giuntoli, Las Vegas Sportsmen Association. 

R. R. Ferguson, Boulder City, Nev. 

F, A. Latham, Boulder City, Nev. 

G. K. Campbell, Boulder City Chamber of Commerce. 

Leo J. Moore, United States Coast Guard Auxiliary and Lake Mead Boat Co. 

Clyde I. Green, Bullhead City, Ariz., AGPA. 

Q. Ellis Everett, Chamber of Commerce, Kingman, Ariz. 

A. Bud Williams, Bullhead City, Ariz. 

M. E. (Shorty) Hafley, Kingman, Ariz. 

U. C. Walters, Henderson Sportsmen Association. 

Elton M. Garrett, Clark Co., Civic Service Federation, Boulder City Chamber of 
Commerce, 

J. W. Faulkner (Judge), Mohave County Chamber of Commerce. 

Wayne Kirch, Nevada State Fish and Game Commission and Las Vegas Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Harold Corbin, city manager, Boulder City, Nev. 

J. D. Earl, Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder City, Nev. 


Chairman Kelech brought the meeting to order and introduced the representa- 
tives of the National Park Service, Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Game Com- 
mission, and Under Secretary of the Interior Searles. 

Under Secretary Searles informed the group that it is his desire to find out 
what can be done to improve the Lake Mead-Lake Mohave-Colorado River area. 
Mr. Searles had planned that Senator McFarland would be present, but due to 
a mixup in dates, this did not materialize. The Under Secretary is leaving the 
Department of the Interior on September 1. He informed the group that this 
termination will not close out his interests in the accomplishment of things to 
be done in the area. He will remain with the Department in an advisory capac- 
ity and feels that the cooperation of Oscar Chapman and Mr. Wirth, of the Park 
Service, can be depended upon. 

Chairman Kelch read the recommendations of the group as per attached, and 
the designated areas were pointed out on wall maps and discussed. Drawings 
for a proposed lodge and site facilities for the sportsmen of the area shown to 
the group by the Las Vegas Sportsmen Association president. 

Dr. Richards, of Kingman, related incidents where the Park Service destroyed 
the trailer houses and property of several citizens and a letter was read by 
Claude Nichols, of Williams, Ariz., regarding the attitude of Park Service officials 
toward private development on the lakes. 





BOULDER CITY, NEV, 125 


ait 


The following is a verbatim transcript of the Under Secretary’s closing 
remarks: 

“TI will be happy to have any further comments after I sum this up in my own 
mind. What I can do with this information and requests is to brief it myself 
and then discuss it with the Director of the ark Service I will also have a 
discussion with Mr. Baggley and the rest of the peo] f the Park Service while 
I am here 

“This program is laid out here, of course, and I know all of you realize it is 


rather expansive and rather all-inclusive There are certain things that n 
be affected in the near future. Some of them are quite a way off Howe 
there is considerable in policy in the Park Service be considered on some 


of these requests 

“Tam in accord with the use of private capital wherever possible rather that 
Federal money in any development 

“I fully realize the difference between the manmade lake of Lake Mea { 
natural lake or a natural forest we may have under the custody of the Depart 
ment of the Interior through the Park Service or the Bureau of Recta I 

“I feel that there are quite a few things in what you want to do that shoul 
have complete consideration, and I see reason for approval of them Now, I 
won’t say broadly all of them, because I am sure you realize that we have, in 


the Park Service, a responsibility to the Lic One thing whic! 





I 

get in the way is sanitation and type of facilities that are needed. We, speaking 
of the Interior and the Park Service, need to give that very thorough considera 
tion in the degree and in the area, as to the usage of the particular point—such 
as the difference between Temple Bar or Salt Springs or Boulder Beach. We 
have a responsibility to all the people and I assure you that our interest 











help take care of what you term a ‘nester. Our obligation is not to the $20,000 
or $30,000 installation. It is primarily to the small installation where ( 
greater number of members of the public will be able to use it. We have giv 
consideration (aside to Baggley). Do you have a map for the h esites* 
to the question of homesites. There has been approval given of homesites which 
would be deve loped by the Park Service 

“Mr. BaGce.ey. Yes, sir, the access roads to those sites would be laid out d 


at least National Park Service planning 

“The UNDER SECRETARY. Which homesites are subject, of course, first 
nation and development with Park Service planning and at t present time tl 
ones that have been approved have been at Catherine Cottonwood, Temple Ba 
Fire Mountain, and Lost City. 

“The question at Boulder City is in abeyance at the present time becar of 
the work on the determination of the limits of the city of Boulder City. 

“Mr. BaaGLey. The Overton (Lost City) and the Catherine sites are the fi 
to be considered. 

“The UNpbER Secretary. The Lost City and Catherine sites are the first ty 
that the Park Service will work on for development. 

“T personally am quite interested in seeing a bigger development up in thi 
area. There are somethings which you are all fami 


ue with tha ave 1 SOI 
respects held back the development in the past. Ail working together we 
overcome some of those, some of them have already overcome themselves. The 
is quite a variance of interest. as you realize, between the development here i 
Boulder City. There are certain developments that Nevada and Las Ve 
would like to have and developments that would help the people from Ya 
County and people from Kingman 

“Again, I have mentioned I was leaving the Interior in the near future bu 
before I do leave, I will present both to the Secretary and to Mr. Wirth my views 
on this and my recommendation as to what should be done. Further, after I do 
leave, I am going to be in Washington or near Washington, for some time and 
I promise that I will follow this up and I also will be happy to hear from a 
of you at any time and on any of these questions to take up further with the 
Department of the Interior, up and including after January 20 of next year, 

Mr. Moornerap. I don’t believe Mr. Kelch and the Boulder-Grand 
Canyvon-Boulder Dam Tours Co. are so very far apart in their test 
mony, but I do want to point out a statement on page 5. Mr. Kelch’s 
memorandum down at the bottom where it says: 

On the other hand where the Government owns all land contiguons to the 
lake there : relatively no accommodations of a lasting or desirable nature 


9845 54 9 
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I resent that, and I'll tell you why. I think that the lodge opera- 
tion down there on the lake is a very fine and adequate operation. 
Some of the members of your committee had lunch down there. I 
most certainly would invite people to compare—would like to have 
a comparison of that and any restaurant of a similar size in a national 
park area, and I think you will find we have a very commendable 
operation. 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Kelch was not referring to your restaurant opera- 
tion; he was making a general comparison. 

Mr. Moorneap. I think it is general enough to take in our lodge 
operation. 

Mr. Yorry. I think what he meant was from an overall view, 
whether the lodge, as administered by the Government, if the develop- 
ment had been adequate, as it would have been if it had been admin- 
istered completely by private interests. I don’t think he was aiming 
the darts at anybody in particular. 

Mr. Moorneap. Well, with that, I'll stand corrected. The second 
thing I would like to point out, just briefly, is the fact that we admit 
there is a lot to be done in the boat operation. We believe that if 
we had not been harassed by the National Park Service constantly, 
we would have had a desired operation to serve the public in the area, 
but we could never find anybody to do it or put in the desired finances 
without any security. 

Now, as you asked before about separate concessions, and Mr. 
Bolknap’s comment was the fact that it would be desirable to have it 
open to five or more concessionaires. 

Well, if the Park Service is going to operate this thing on the tax- 
pavers’ money, take it over and operate it as a Government project, 
fine. But if they can’t get the appropriations to do it, if they want 
businessmen to come in and do it, for heaven’s sake, let us do it in a 
businesslike fashion without any interference on the part of the Park 
Service, and that applies to all concessions as well as our own. 

Now, several concessions, originally the Grand Canyon-Boulder 
Dam Tours, Mr. Ryxstel had the entire area, since that time we have 
eriven out of it to concessionaires, the Willow Beach area, which is 
being operated by a separate concessionaire. Overton is still in our 
contract at the present time but we are very willing to divorce that 
frem our concessions if Burt Stevens, who is up there now, is willing 
to reimburse us for the particular amount of value which we have in 
there. We will be glad to divorce that operation in our concession. 
Now, let’s talk about the boat operation. We are willing to give the 
boat operation to the group of people that Mr. Kelch mentions, to 
the one individual or the entire committee that he recommends. As 
a matter of fact, we have been looking for somebody to buy that boat 
oncession and take it off our hands. Now, if all of these people want 
it opened up to individual concessionaires, I suggest to the committee 
that they have a definite commitment from a firm that is going to fur- 
nish the money, who will put a lot of money into the operation. We 
have not had a good return on our investment. Now, the present sub- 
concessionaire in there at the present time is out the sum of $40,000; 
all right. If anvbody will pay off what our reasonable value of it is, 
our equipment, and investments in the boats, we will be glad to turn 
it over to another concessionaire. 
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Mr. Yorry. Would you do that if some disinterested agency were 
to appraise it and some agency whom all parties will agree to come 
in here and appraise it? 

Mr. Moorneap. Yes; we would. 

Mr. Yorry. Well, I certainly think that’s reasonable. 

Mr. Moorneap. But these people that are discussing this so-called 
monopolistic lease, we don’t want to hold on to it. If these people 
want to buy it and split it up among 10 people, we don’t care. We are 
very happy to have them have the boat concession. We want to have 
the exclusive right to operate the hotel and bar in the area. I shall 
submit a report to the committee to show whether or not it is feasible 
for us to have the hotel lease. 

Mr. Hosmer. How many rooms do you have? 

Mr. Moorneap. We have 36 rooms at the present time, and 8 large 
employees’ rooms that are under construction. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you think that more than 36 families a night would 
want to stay there if this place were deve loped ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Moorneap. If it does happen that way, why ee will continue 
to increase the rooms and the facilities at the lodge. As I say, we have 
this $250,000 that we are going to do it with right away. 

Mr. Hosmer. What is your normal minimum of average occupancy ¢ 

Mr. Moorneap. J can’t answer that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, percentage of occupancy ¢ 

Mr. Moorneap. Well, 1 would say, throughout the year’ The en 
tire year? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. Moornerap. I would say we run 50 percent the entire year. 
Some times we are very crowded and sometimes we are not. 

Mr. Youna. I] take it you would be willing to five up part of the 
concessions 1f somebody would come in and buy your share at an 
appraised value. 

Mr. Moornrap. Yes; that is correct. But if we continue to run 
under a new lease, which we hope we will get a renewal lease, if we 
continue with the hotel operation, we would like to have an exclusive 
franchise just to the hotel alone because we do feel that two hotels 
might not profit where one would. 

Mr. Youne. On a 550-mile shoreline ? 

Mr. Moorneap. Well, if you want to run a hotel up at Seachlight 
Ferry or Overton I don’t believe Mr. Patterson would object there. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, if this place is as advantageous as it has been 
painted by some of the witnesses, it seems to me you would want more 
housing facilities up there than you have. 

Mr. Moorneap. Well, we don’t need- 

Mr. Hosmer. I live in the southern California area, and I have 
never seen an ad in any paper down there to come up to Lake Mead 
and stay and enjoy the fine hospits ality that you provide here. 

Mr. Moornrap. Well, we don’t—we intend to do that, and our sub- 
concessionaire has nationally advertised it in a brochure. 

Mr. Youne. How much more time will this take ? 

Mr. Moornrap. That’s all. 

Mr. Youne. Would you submit the rest of it by written memo- 


randum ? 


Mr. Moorneap. Yes. 
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NOTE. To date, Mr. Moorhead ] not furnished reporter with 
written memorandum to incorporate. ) 

Mr. Yorry. I would like to tell vou people that Mr. Young, your 
representative on our committee, has performed a real service in bring- 
ing us out here. When the committee meeting was first announced 
I wasn’t quite clear on what he had in mind, and I want to say that, 
Mr. Young, you certainly are to be complimented on the way this 
problem has been presented, and I, for one member of the committee, 
are very glad to have had the opportunity to hear this testimony. It 
was very enlightening. [ Applause. ] 

Mr. Younc. The credit belongs to Mr. Wartman and the committee 
members that I named heretofore who did a very splendid job in 
selecting these witnesses. 

If there are no more comments we will adjourn for 5 minutes and 
then continue with the public-lands hearing. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Younc. We will now continue with the hearings on the public 

‘nds problem. 

Probably no features of Federal laws are more complicated than 
those dealing with public lands. There are now 5.000 statutes dealing 
with this subject. You have to have an expert to actually understand 
the complexity of the problem and types of claims that are made 
upon public land. 

I have received a volume of correspondence on this subject, most of 
which indicates dissatisfaction with the speed of processing applica- 
tions and a lack of understanding of the problem that we face. 

Last year a subcommittee of the House of Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, conducted a study into the public land laws, and 
one of the problems found was the necessity to revise this group of 
ant quated statutes, and bring them up to date. 

We have four witnesses who will appear, there may be others 
if we have time. The first will be Mr. Hoffman. The second will be 
Mr. Simpson. Third will be Mr. Hyman and fourth will be Mr. 
Keefer. If there is no objection we will proceed with Mr. Hoffman’s 
testimony. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, sub- 
committee. IT am Mr. L. T. Hoffman, regional administrator of the 
Bureau of Land Management, and I very much appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to make a brief statement on this Las Vegas public lands 
problem. 

[ also wish to express my appreciation to the chairman of this 
special subcommittee for the great interest he has taken in the public 
lands problem in Nevada. He has been very helpful to us and we in 
turn would like to be helpful to your chairman, Mr. Young. We 
believe the problem is not quite as bad as it would appear to be, 
and I hope this report that IT give to the committee will be incorpo- 
rated. To save time I am simply going to summarize from this 
prenared written statement. 
~ Mr. Chairman, I think you have already given about the first page 
of it in terms of an outline of the complexity of this problem that we 
have here and the difficulties of taking action because of the complex- 
v of the laws. 
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The intense demand for land in this area has resulted in the filing 
of many conflicting applications both under the nonminera! public 
land lands, and mineral locations under the mining laws. There are 
now pending in the extended Las Vegas area some 2,500 ap plic ations 
for homesites, 13 private exchange applications, 20 agricutural appli- 
cations, several miscellaneous disposal applications, and an unknown 
number of mining locations. These ap plications and claims oe 
blanket nearly all of the most valuable land in the valley are in confli 
with each other over much of the area. 

Ve have classified : approximately 11.800 acres for homesite devel- 
opment for 3,300 families, under the Small Tract Act to date, and 
orders are now in pmpen ation for classification of an additional 
12,000 acres for 15,000 families. This covers about all of the available 
vacant public lands in this area suitable for homesite development. 

Agric oe al development is limited by water supply, particularly 
here in the Las Vegas area, where the depletion of ground water has 
reached dangerous limits. In cooperation with and upon recommen 
dation of the State engineer’s office as to nonavailability of water for 
irrigation, we are rejecting all agricultural applications for public 
lands in the valle sy. However, priv: ite deve lopme nt of the lands re- 
maining in public ownership in this area appears to be highly desirable. 
W eare the re fore proceeding as Vr ap idly as pos sible to dispose of lands 
which we find by reason of character and location to be suitable for 
indiy idual homesite development. These are being classified for lease 
and sale under the Small Tract Act as indicated above. Lands which 
by reasons of unfavorable topography, difficulty of access, expense of 
development, or other pertinent factors, are not suiiable for individual 
homesites, will be classified for disposal under the exchange, public 
sale or other nonagricultural land laws, 

Much interest has been shown in the private exchange applications 
filed with our Bureau for the purpose of acquiring public lands in the 
Las Vegas Valley. 

The 13 private exchange applications now of record for lands in the 
Las Vegas Valley include a total of approximately 151,000 acres of 
public domain. The private lands offered are located in various parts 
of the State. Of the selected lands in these exchanges approximate ‘ly 
30,000 acres have been found more suitable for homesite use, and the 
exchange applications are being rejected to that extent. While fur- 
ther consideration of the remaining selected lands may result in addi- 
tional rejections for reasons of classification, or due to inequality in 
value of offered and selected lands, it is proposed to recommend the 
allowance of those for remaining public lands not in conflict with other 
applications. 

Another very serious problem that confronts the Bureau in classifi- 

‘ation for land disposal in the Las V egas Valley is that of large areas 
of the most valuable lands remaining in public ownership being located 
under the mining laws as gravel placer mining claims. 

A demand for gravel for construction purposes exists in the Las 
Vegas area, with several gravel operations now supplying this demand. 
The area of nonoperated claims, however, is so large that it is clearly 
obvious that the great majority of these claims can never be pro fits ubly 
operation for the production of gravel. That, of course, is some- 
thing that remains yet to be determined. 
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While our Bureau is taking steps to cancel those claims which we 
find to be invalid, this process involves serving the mining claimant 
with a notice of charges, declaring his claim to be invalid, and offering 
him an opportunity to present evidence in support of its validity at 
a hearing, if he desires. This is a time-consuming and costly proce- 
dure, with the result that action will be delayed on the pending non- 
mineral applications which are in conflict w ith the mining claims. 

Mr. A. L. Simpson, manager of our Nevada — and Survey Office 
at Reno, whom most of you know, will explain, by the use of an area 
classification map, the present status of the public lands in the Las 
Vegas area, and what we are doing in taking action on all possible 
applications that we can make decisions on. 

Before Mr. Simpson explains, by the use of this map, what the 
present status is, I do want to express appreciation for this opportu- 
nity toexplain to you not what we are not doing, but telling you a little 
bit about what we are trying to do, This is a picture of what the 
situation is. We hope to be able to tell you what the standards are 
that govern the decisions that are being made. We operate, of course, 
within the public land laws, but there are also regulations and some 
of them can be changed and some of ome are being changed, and I 
think it might be more in order to suggest to you some of the recom- 
mendations now being considered, and as far as I know, have been 
approved which will provide for direct sales under this Small Tract 
Act. We have been working on that for over a year, and I hope, 
before long, we will be able to get it through, and some other improve- 
ments which will get us out of this retail real-estate business where 
we don’t belong. 

Mr. Youne. Do you work closely with the county or regional plan- 
ning commissions in granting these tracts permission to make pro- 
visions for roads and rights-of-way of various types / 

Mr. Horrman. Yes,sir. Just today we had a meeting in or with the 
county health department and the county planning commission. We 
require a certificate from the county building supervisor and the 
county health department, that these improvements that are put down 
are put down in the required manner. 

Mr. Youne. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Simpson is the manager at our Reno office, and 
he is going to continue on here. Iam going to turn this over to him. 

Mr. Srupson. My name is A. L. Simpson. I am manager of the 
land and survey office up in Reno, Nev., which covers the whole State 
of Nevada. 

I also would like to thank the chairman and members of this com- 
mittee for the opportunity to appear before it and to possibly answer 
as many questions as I can, without putting myself on the defensive 
position, which I don’t like to do, for the reason I am proud of my 
office, and of the six employees who are helping in handling land 
office matters in this State. 

I would like at this time to tell you how the increased demand for 
public lands has taken place in recent years. Since I became man- 
ager 4 years ago, we have had 15,252 cases filed in Nevada. That does 
not include mineral or oil and gas leases, lease assignments. 

I checked to see how long a a per riod 15,252 cases filed before that 
took, and they covered a span of 32 years. 
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Now, I am not saying that because I want more employees. 
1 don’t want to have more people around than I need. I think the 
increased demand, however, has got just a little bit ahead of us. We 
are, of course, bound by the laws of Congress, which are very good, 
and the regulations of the Secret: iy of the Interior, and procedure 
prescribed by the Bureau, which we do not deviate from, although 
i think the office has received considerable undue criticism; however 
[ have yet to hear a statement where they place the actual blame on 
us and say we are not a perfect office. We are not a perfect office. 
Far be it. I know we have a lot of room for improvements. About 
95 percent of our work right now is in the vicinity of Las Vegas. 

As I mentioned, we are bound by laws. We are bound by laws 
which require that before we can reject or allow an application, we 
must make a field investigation and report as to the highest particular 
use of that land. In other words, how it can best be used by the most 
people. 

Without apologizing again, we, or I, feel, we are short of help in 
getting these orders off and that’s why they are pending and waiting. 
1 eople are filing conflicting applications, and naturally each person 
thinks his is the most important. I would think so, too. 

Now, to explain this map—Las Vegas is located right here. To 
give you an approximate idea of size, this block right here, blue, 
represents about 23,000 acres. 

Mr. Youna. Could you identify that for the record ? 

Mr. Srmpson. Township 20, south, range 61 east. Which inciden- 
tally, is a township of entirely private land. 

That is a question that I have asked many times. How did so much 
land get patented? All this land was patented back in the 1800's, 
not all, but most of it under the State Selection Act. 

Mr. Youne. Will you explain that State Selection Act ? 

Mr. Simpson. Yes, sir. Congress granted to every State certain 
sections in each township based upon population. Nevada was very 
sparsely settled and they turned all their grants back to the United 
States, and in lieu of that they were allowed to go out and select an 
equi al amount of nonmineral land anywhere in the State of Nevada. 
That’s why you find many of the ranches, if you check the records, 
were founded on old State selected land. The same with this area 
here in Las Vegas. 

Mr. Young. Well, is it true that that land was later conveyed back 
to the people, that so-called State selected land ¢ 

Mr. Srmpson. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. Would you explain the procedure that followed there- 
after—how people applied to the State for that land. 

Mr. Stupson. Yes, sir. The State of Nevada, so far as I know, did 
not go out and select land from that grant they had due from the 
United States, which we considered a debt to the State of Nevada. 
They did not collect it for the State, but they waited until some 
citizens of Nevada came into the survey office and said, “Say, I see a 
piece of Government land down here I would like to own. Will you 
file?” At that time the State of Nevada would file a selection on this. 
The United States would then deed it to the State of Nevada and 
the State then entered into a contract with that individual and sold 
him the land. 
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I think they gave them a period of 5 years to pay for it. Those 
lands are just about exhausted now. They are down to where I believe 
you could count it in the hundreds of acres. 

Mr. Youne. Do you have any idea of the acreage in lieu of State’s 
rights, the State of Nevada had ?/ 

Mr. Simpson. I know there was one 2.000,000-acre grant and one 
500,000-acre granf. I know it was somewhat smaller than the other— 
now on this map this is Las Vegas right here. The heart of Las Vegas 
Here is Arden. To give you an idea of distance, this is the desert 
game range. This is the road going to Tonopah. This is the road 
going to Glendale, ~aliente. This road comes to Boulder City. This 
road Folng south Les TO Los Aj geli Ss. 

Now, all this in blue. as I stated, is privately owned land. It is 
now out of the jurisdiction of the United States. 

Mr. Young. Now, what percentage has passed out of the Govern- 
ment’s jurisdict ion since you have been in office ? 

Mr. Simpson. Well, I can say this entire block of blue right here. 

Mr. Younc. What township is that ¢ 

Mr. Simpson. Well, that is in township 20 and 21 south, range 49 E. 
59 and 60 east. 

Mr. Youne. How far west of Las Vegas is that? 

Mr. Srwpson. From the heart of Las Vegas I think the city limits 
end on section 36 there, and it starts 4 miles west of the city limits. 

Mr. Youne. About how large an area is that? Almost a township? 

Mr. Starpson. Almost a township; yes, sir. In red is land that we 
have classified for various tracts and which right now is completely 
issued. We have issued 3,361 leases for small tract homesites or cabin 
sites, or recrea tion in the city of Las Vegas, and out as far as Hen- 
derson. 

Mr. Hosmer. What purpose was the land bought for ? 

Mr. Smpson. These were private exchanges. Private exchanges 
of lar d. 

Mr. Youne. Was that under section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act? 

Mr. Suwrpson. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. Where was most of that land located that was used for 
that purpose / 

Mr. Simpson. Of private exchange? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 


Mr. Srvpson. Well, the first exchange filed which took in most of 


the land, was of this range line here, that was for offered land over 

Humboldt County, Pershing County, Eureka, and Lander Counties. 
The other one that was patented offered land only in Humboldt 
County It was all northern counties. 


Mr. Ruoprs. How much land did you acquire for that land? 

Mr. Srowpson. I remember this one exchange here, thev selected 
76.000 acres and offered the United States 10,000 acres. With a lot 
of conflicts and amendments they reduced it to 17.000, which still 
exceeded the land they offered. They kept changing it, and we re- 
jected from it 5,000 acres, all this in here, which there is a little more 
than about 5,500 acres in here, which we felt was valuable for small 
tracts, and it ended up that they got a patent on slightly over 3,000 
acres, and the land they offered to us remained the same, a little over 
10,000 acres, 
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Mr. Ruoprs. What is your stand in deciding whether or not to make 
an exchange offer ? 

Mr. Simpson. Well, briefly, the exchange is the only act that I 
know of that was made more for the benefit of the Government than 
the private individual, and the only two requirements are, one, that 
the public interest be benefited by the exchange, and that the selected 
lands do not exceed the value of the other land, the offered land. 

Mr. Ruopes. The land that you got in lieu of this land is best suited 
for what purpose ? 

Mr. Simpson. Well, in this particular case, it is grazing and in 
addition to that, there was what is known as a trail section through 
the railroad grants. And if the railroad granted those sections we 
could not get into that to use that for grazing. 

Mr. Ruopes. Did you have this land classified before it was ex- 
changed ¢ 

Mr. Stmpson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. What was its highest and best use according to your 
classification ? 

Mr. Stmpson. Exchange, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. You classified that as the highest and best use? Ex- 
change ¢ 

Mr. Simpson. Yes, sir. The Bureau of Land Management did, I 
didn’t. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is what I meant. 

Mr. Stmpson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Youne. When you refer to the map, will you describe the land 
so it can be referred to in the record. 

Mr. Suwpson. This red, like I say, is classified for small tracts, 
it is all under lease, This particular area is in 21 south, 60 east, and 
slightly in the township north of that, and for the people acquainted 
around here, it lies along and south of Charleston Boulevard. This 
area down in here, in 21 south, 61 east, is what is known as Paradise 
Valley, and all of the Government land in there, there are a lot of 
little conflicts in there which have caused a lot of grief, has been 
classified or is under impending classification as soon as we can remove 
the conflicts. And this other area in demand, extending along the 
Los Angeles highway, going south, and it is mostly in 60 and 61 east, 
and extends clear down to Jean, Nev. 

Mr. Ruopes. That land along the highway, what price do you put 
on that, or is that for sale? 

Mr. Stmpson. I was a field examiner in 1948, and at that time there 
was very little demand. I made some of the first examinations down 
there. The lands I appraised at $30 an acre we now are offering 11, 
acres for as much as $250, and that is the latest order we received. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is present value, and when you sell the land you 
are supposed to get the value or more? 

Mr. Simpson, Yes, sir. We try to appraise it at the time we issue 
the lease, so the individual will know how much it will cost him when 
he puts his house on it. 

One other thing, I don’t think you can see this area they have drawn 
in here, on which | my office has already received a notice that it is now 
considered for small tracts. 

Mr. Youna. Please designate that so it can be indicated in the 
record. 

39845—54—_—10 
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Mr. Simpson. This particular block right in here lies in township 
20 south, range 60 east, entirely. This here block, extending down 
here, goes clear down through townships 20, 21, 22, and 23 south, 
ranges 60 and 61 east. This is the area that Mr. Hoffman spoke of 
that is in this impending classification. He cannot issue leases in that 
yet because of the numerous conflicts, and I mean it is really tied up in 
conflicts in there. There is 1 section here, section 22 of township 21 
south, 60 east, which now has pending 220 small tract applications. 
It has two dozen land applications. It has a—one person has an 
airport application on the south half, and there is a private exchange 
covering the entire area. I don’t know how many mining claims on 
it because mining claims aren’t recorded in my office. We have to 
clear it. Wecan't give the people a piece of paper and say, “that is it,” 
it has to be something that he can end up with a good deed from the 
United States on. 

Well, it is very simple if the land is clear of conflicts, and I can 
issue a lease when the application is in good order in about 5 minutes, 
but in an area like that, I can spend hours and hours in essay contests 
with people explaining that, and the reason I have to do it is because 
we can’t classify it because there is a conflict, and we can’t just say, 
“You with the exchange, you have to get out.” That would give 
everybody the right of appeal to the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management and to the Secretary of the Interior on any action we 
take. Everyone is given the right of appeal. 

Mr. Ruopes. How long a time do they have to appeal that after 
you tell them the land has been classified a certain way ? 

Mr. Simpson. I allow 30 days from the date they receive it, and we 
send it registered mail, and I give them an additional 30 days if they 
are unable to file their appeal during that period. Then it is acted 
on by the Director of the Bureau of Land Management. I am through 
with it. Then he also affords them the right of appeal of 30 days, 
and the Secretary’s decision is final, unless it becomes necessary to 
review it. 

That can go on for a long time, and in the meantime the land 
involved is still subject to new applications so we get all of those. 
Then we got a new group, and we start all over. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be wise to withdraw these? 

Mr. Suwpson. Something like that, I think. 

Mr. Hosmer. Could that be done under existing law? 

Mr. Srmeson. Well, there is a new regulation out or an Executive 
order, that says any agency cannot withdraw it, and that is a very 
recent order. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does that mean you can’t—— 

Mr. Sruprson. The Bureau cannot. The Land and Survey Office. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Secretary of Interior? 

Mr. Srmpson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Should I interrupt and say I have discussed that 
with the Director and we are considering it but it is not a simple 
process at all. Our recommendation would prevent additional entries 
which are still allowable by law. And our only justification for a 
withdrawal would be for classification. We feel that we should clas- 
sify it without a withdrawal, and that’s what we are attempting to do. 

Mr. Younc. Wher you straighten out one master claim, you have 
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got a block of small-tracts applications in there to get further ahead 
of you. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Are you under the Administrative Procedure Act? 
Is there a right to appeal to the circuit court of appeals? 

Mr. Horrman. Only on grazing. 

Mr. Ruoves. Whether the land - might be classified for grazing ? 

Mr. Horrman. Well, within a grazing district the decision is made 
by the local men. 

Mr. Srmpson. There is one other thing I would like to mention, 
because it gives the land office a lot of adverse publicity, which I don’t 
feel is justified, and that is some locators who file application and 
I'll qualify that by saying “some,” I don’t know any of them par- 
ticularly by name; however, my correspondence is terrific on that. 

You have a piece of Government deni sitting out here that’s been 
out here for a number of years and no application on it. These 
locators will come in my office and divide that out into 5-acre tracts, 
and each of them will file thereon. 

Now, there is no way in the world I can give 1 tract of 5 acres of 
land to 4 people, so we lease it as 1, in accordance with the classification 
orders, which we issue without even looking at the names of the people 
except to see if they are spelled correctly. There are going to be 3 
out of that 4 disappointed. 

Now, I would like to be able to issue a lease to every person that 
applies. I do not like to reject them, but in a case like that, you can’t 
go to a real-estate dealer and have him sell the same piece of land to 
three people. It just doesn’t work, and that’s one of the things faced. 

Now, some locators perform a service for the public and that we 
don’t object to, just like going to a lawyer to have him do something 
that you don’t want to do yourself. But right now there are so many 
of those locators around and so much information is being passed 
out that is erroneous, that people don’t even know what they have got 
when they get a lease. They don’t even know what they have asked for 
when they “file an application. I get letter stating, “Where is my 
tract ?” 

The same thing applies on oil and gas leases. I have had them 
write from New Jersey and say, “I have a 40-acre oil and gas lease 
in Nevada. Has the Government drilled a well on it yet?” or “When 
can I expect some returns on my investment?” 

When we give them that lease, either a lease or assignment of a 
lease, I tell them that we give them the exclusive right to drill a well 
and nobody else can drill on there except them, and that he will be 
billed for a 5-year rental fee. And I tell them if their agents have 
given any misrepresentations to them that they should take it up with 
their agents. 

Mr. Young. How do you determine the priority if you have con- 
flicting applications for a placer or a lode location or a small-tract 
application ? a 

Mr. Srupson. Well, that is determined prior to filing only if they 
are similar cases. In other words, this section 22 which I stated I had 
all types of cases, our job is not to look at the one who files first, but 
to look at the land and classify it as to its highest use, and then you 
can list it for public sale, or if it is classified for small tracts, then 
they are issued in accordance with the classification order, which sets 
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up a simultaneous filing period, so no one person can get any advance 
information. They cannot get a preference by hav ing advance 
information. 

Mr. Younc. Have there been many blocks of mining placer claims 
issued ¢ 

Mr. Srupson, No, not in this particular area, although I know of one 
right in here right now that is under application for a | patented placer 
mining claim. It covers about 21% sections, around 1,900 acres. 

Mr. Youne. Do you investigate to see whether or not there is gold 
on there? 

Mr. Simpson. Yes,sir. A mining engineer. 

Mr. Hosmer. Have you granted many patents on the basis of sand- 
stone or fieldstone ? 

Mr. Srupson. No, sir. Most of the claims in Nevada are gold claims. 

Mr. Ruopes. Maybe this is off your bailiwick, but I would like to ask 
the question, if a mining claim is located on a national park, for 
instance, or on a national forest, as I understand it you are supposed 
to have mineral in place before you can even locate a mineral claim. 
Who determines and when is it determined whether or not there is a 
valid location of mineral in place? 

Mr. Simpson. | just got reversed on the decision in small tracts wn 
so I don’t think I will be able to answer that. Only if another, say : 
land application is filed on that particular land, and we examine it oa 
see the mining claim and we have a mining engineer look at it and he 
says that land does contain mineral in sufficient quantity to obtain 
an application for mineral rights, then we will reclassify that, and we 
ask him to come in and prove that there is mineral there and then we 
reject the other land filing, and that usually comes up when there 
is another type of application for the same land. 

Mr. Ruopes. But if that land is on a national park or a national 
forest, does the Bureau have anything to do with it? 

Mr. Simpson. In the national forests, we do not enter into it, except 
upon the request of the forest service, when it interferes from some 
administrative or other use. The majority of mining claims in the 
national forests have not been brought to our attention, and the same 
thing applies to the mining claims outside of the forests. We don’t go 
around and check on mining claims, they are filed in the county 
recorder’s office, and unless there is any conflict then at that time we 
go in and check, but not unless 

Mr. Ropes. Do you feel that the fact that the oil and gas leases, 
there is no rental there for the second and third year, aids people 
in getting these leases and then selling them to persons who are more 
or less unsuspect? 

Mr. Simpson. I don’t think it makes a bit of difference. I don’t 
think the 50 cents an acre rental would deter them very much, but the 
misrepresentation, they don’t get the full poems of what they are 
getting when they get a lease. That is the biggest problem, very few 
of them end up drilling or examining them for oil. 

Mr. Young. Do you | have any thing else you want to add here or any 
suggestions as to how the present proc cedure could be i improved or legis- 
lation changed ? 

Mr. Supson. No, except I agree with you that a lot of these laws 
could be changed. Some of them are very good, but there are a few 
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modifications in the regulations that I look forward to seeing. We 
have several laws for acquiring land for farming. For example, the 
homestezd law. Back in 1872, that was a fine law. It settled the 
West, and that was the purpose of it. But how we can force a man 
nowadays on a homestead to go out here in the middle of the desert, 
to go out there and establish his residence and live for 7 months out 
of the year for 3 years, I don’t see it. I think there is a lot of room 
for improvement on the laws and the regulations. 

Mr. Youne. Do you have any other suggestions besides that? 

Mr. Simpson. This change in the small tract regulations which is 
being worked on, I think is excellent. In other words, when we give 
the people a lease we aren’t giving them too much. We give them a 
lease on which they cannot borrow money except a personal loan, 
or if they have the money themselves at least it is difficut for them 
to get aloan. Asa result, they aren’t able to build the improvements 
necessary to purchase that tract, and it puts us in sort of, in a posi- 
tion of being arbitrators. like Mr. Hoffman says, in examining them 
to see if we think the houes is properly constructed and I don’t feel 
that is managing land. 

Mr. Youne. Do you feel that the administration in this area could 
be improved? If there was a subdivision of your office in Reno, 
located in Clark County, would that improve the situation ? 

Mr. Stmpson. There is only one thing I have to say, gentlemen, and 
I have to say, “No.” If it would work I would be very much in favor 
of it. There was a time when we tried to furnish this office down 
here with the status of lands and showing what is vacant and what 
is taken, on small tracts, but the minute it leaves that office up there, 
it is obsolete, because as soon as I mail it down, people walk in the 
door and file, and then that land is taken before the letter reaches 
Las Vegas. And that is just the difficulty that we have. I think we 
would have to handle all small tracts in Reno. I think it has got 
to be in one place. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, couldn’t your information be worded, “as of 
10 o’clock, September 18, 1953, this land was open”? And of course, 
the person who receives it would know that at any time after that, 
that possibly you might have received an application. 

Mr. Srwpson. Well, I always put the date that I send the plats 
out, and what the status of that particular section is at that date. 

Mr. Hosmer. As I understand the situation, you have no office down 
here, it is only the extracurricular work of Mr. Magelby of the Land 
Management, who has no ability in the field, but who is maybe accom- 
modating people by giving them this information ? 

Mr. Stmpson. That is correct. 

Mr. Youna. Is there some way of improving the situation. 

Mr. Srmpson. I sure hope there is because I think it needs improv- 
ing. If we could get ahead of the people one time, so we could get it 
straightened up, instead of saying they are open and receiving applica- 
tions on them, why 

Mr. Youne. Can you stop the filing of mining locations ¢ 

Mr. Smmpson. We could classify this right now, which we are doing. 
That classification, however, does not prevent minera leasing—in other 
words 

Mr. Youne. The mineral leasing law? 

Mr. Srwpson. That covers oil, gas, and potassium. 














138 BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


Mr. HorrmMan. Do you think this 42,000 acres that we have given 
you notice of impending classification will help you in getting head 
of use? 

Mr. Simpson. Yes, I don’t know how the people feel, but I have 
always felt that 5 acres it is not a 5-acre tract law, but it is a small- 
tract law, with a maximum of 5 acres, I think that 5 acres is too much 
for a homesite. It is more than four times the size of a football field, 
which is a pretty big load to take care of. If we classified the area, 
as Mr. Hoffman has explained here, into 214-acre tracts, that would 
double the number of families we could issue leases to, or if there was 
114 acres, which is the size of 1 football field, we could take care of 4 
times as many, which would be up around twenty or thirty thousand 
families. 

Mr. Young. You have made the recommendation, to reclassify 
that ? 

Mr. Stmpson. Yes, into either 21, or 114. 

Mr. Youne. Do you have any other suggestions? 

Mr. Simpson. No, sir, and I thank you again for the opportunity 
of discussing this with you. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you for a very fine job of presenting this in- 
formation. We will incorporate the statement offered by Mr. Hoff- 
man into the record. 

(The information is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
San Francisco, Calif., September 21, 1953. 
Hon, A. L. MILter, 
Chairman, Committee Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Mrirer: Following is a statement on Public Land Problems in 
Southern Nevada, as requested in your letter of September 14. 

Interest in the public lands in the Las Vegas-Henderson area has increased 
so rapidly over the past several years that the limited resources of the Bureau of 
Land Management have been unable to keep pace with the demand, particularly 
for homesite use. An area study made some years ago by this Bureau indicated 
the desirability of private ownership and development of the major part of the 
remaining public lands in the Las Vegas Valley, but we did not foresee the in- 
tensity of the land boom in this area which has reached such a high level during 
the past few vears. Our Bureau is charged with the management and disposal 
of the public lands in such a manner (and within the requirements of the many 
public-land laws) as to accomplish the greatest good for the greatest number 
of persons. In other words, we have the responsibility for classification of the 
public land under provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, to permit its 
dedication to the highest use consistent with local economy. 

The intense demand for land in this area has resulted in the filing of many 
conflicting applications both under the nonmineral public-land laws, and min- 
era! locations under the mining laws. There are now pending in the extended 
Las Vegas area some 2,500 applications for homesites, 13 private exchange appli- 
cations, 20 agricultural applications, several miscellaneous disposal applications, 
and an unknown number of mining locations. These applications and claims 
which blanket nearly all of the most valuable land in the valley are in con- 
flict with each other over much of the area. We have classified approximately 
11,800 acres for homesite development for 3,300 families under the Small Tract 
Act to date, and orders are now in preparation for classification of an additional 
42,000 acres for 15,000 families. This covers about all of the available vacant 
public lands in this area suitable for homesite development. 

Agricultural development is limited by water supply, particularly here in the 
Las Vegas area, where the depletion of ground water has reached dangerous 
limits. In cooperation with and upon recommendation of the State engineer’s 
office as to nonavailability of water for irrigation, we are rejecting all agricul- 
tural applications for public lands in the valley. However, private development 
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of the lands remaining in public ownership in this area appears to be hichly 
desirable. We are therefore proceeding as rapidly as possible to dispose of 
lands which we find by reason of character and location to be suitable for in- 
dividual homesite development. These are being classified for lease and sale 
under the Small Tract Act, as indicated above. Lands which by reasons of 
unfavorable topography, difficulty of access, expense of development, or other 
pertinent factors, are not suitable for individual homesites, will be classified for 
disposal under the exchange, public sale or other nonagricultural land laws. 

Much interest has been shown in the private exchange applications filed with 
our Bureau for the purpose of acquiring public lands in the Las Vegas Valley. 
Section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act provides authority for the acceptance of 
privately owned land in exchange for public domain. There are two primary 
criteria which must be met before exchange applications under this act may be 
favorably considered: (1) The private lands offered must equal or exceed in 
value the public lands selected, and (2) the public interest must be benefited 
by the exchange. Examples of benefit to the public interest might be elimination 
cf an area difficult and costly to administer, or acquisition by the United States 
of private lands which would serve to improve management. Each such appli 
cation is given careful consideration from these two standpoints before final 
action is taken. The 13 private exchange applications now of record for lands 
in the Las Vegas Valley include a total of approximately 131,000 ac res of public 
domain. The private lands offered are located in various parts of the State. 
Of the selected lands in these exchanges approximately 30,000 acres have been 
found more suitable for homesite use, and the exchange applications are being 
rejected to that extent. While further consideration of the remaining selected 
lands may result in additional rejections for reasons of classification, or due 
to inequality in value of offered and selected lands, it is proposed to recommend 
the allowance of those remaining public lands not in conflict with other 
applications. 

Another very serious problem that confronts the Bureau in classification for 
land disposal in the Las Vegas Valley is that of large areas of the most valuable 
lunds remaining in public ownership being located under the mining laws as 
gravel placer-mining claims. A demand for gravel for construction purposes 
exists in the Las Vegas area, with several gravel operations now supplying this 
demand. The area of nonoperated claims, however, is so large that it is clearly 
obvious that the great majority of these claims can never be profitably operated 
for the production of gravel. 

These lands cannot be legally utilized for purposes foreign to mining while 
they are in the status of unpatented mining claims, even though they are not 
able to qualify for patent under the mining laws, because there is not sufficient 
market for the material. 

While our Bureau is taking steps to cancel those claims which we find to be 
invalid, this process involved serving the mining clAimant with a notice of 
charges, declaring his claim to be invalid, and offering him an opportunity to 
present evidence in support of its validity at a hearing, if he desires. This 
is a time-consuming and costly procedure, with the result that action will be 
delayed on the pending nonmineral applications which are in conflict with the 
mining claims. 

Mr. A. L. Simpson, manager of our Nevada Land and Survey Office at Reno, 
whom most of you know, will explain, by the use of an area classification map, 
the present status of the public lands in the Las Vegas area. and what we are 
doing in taking action on all possible applications that we can make decisions on. 

Very truly yours, 
L. T. HorrMan, 
Regional Administrator 


Mr. Youne. Our next speaker will be Mr. Ruymann. 

Mr. Ruymann. Honorable Chairman, for the record I would like 
to state that I am William Ruymann, and I appear here on behalf of 
the Tonopah Highway District Improvements Association of Clark 
County, Nev. We have prepared a petition, which I think you have 
the original of, it is about two pages, and our position is this is ade- 
qui itely expressed in this opinion and in this petition. The petition 
is addressed to the House of Representatives, the United States of 
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America, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Congressman 
from Nevada, Hon. Clifton Young, chairman. 


Whereas the United States Land and Survey Office, Reno, Nev., has received 
applications for placer mining claims, in Clark County, Nev., in sections 15, 19, 
22, 23, 27, 28, and 29, Las Vegas Nos. 1 to 23, 25, 26, and 27, all in township 20 
south, range 60 east, Mount Diablo base and meridian, the certificates of location 
of which are recorded in book 19 of the mining notices in the office of the county 
recorder of Clark County, Nev., as recorder’s instruments 286470 to 286474, 
286275, 286476 to 286484, 286285, 286229 to 286233, 286486, 286487, 286234, 
286235, and 286488, etc., the undersigned, Tonopah Highway District Improve- 
ment Association, Clark County, Nev., an association of real-property owners in 
the area served by the Tonopah Highway (U.S. 95) northwest of the city limits 
of the city of Las Vegas, Nev., which area includes the sections where the 
claims are located, the members thereof and owners of real properties in the 
area of Las Vegas Valley floor where said claims are located, some of which 
real properties are in the same or contiguous sections to said claims, hereby 
protest the granting of any such applications, and the applications number, for 
the following reasons: 

1. Said placer-mining claims are not legitimate placer-mining claims nor is the 
material to be removed properly described as gravel being typical desert topsoil of 
Las Vegas Valley floor, nor is the material to be removed replaced periodically by 
natural action, the method of operation being to strip the claims (which cove? 
several contiguous sections of land) of the topsoil to a depth of down to the hard 
pan or coliche where the land lies permanently denuded and ruined and ne 
turther attempt is made to work it (method of operation and subsequent appear 
ance of land being illustrated by photographs (exhibit A) taken in sec. 23). 

2. Said claims (sections) are within a mile or 2 miles of the city limits of the 
city of Las Vegas along its western edge and immediately west of sections held 
in private ownership in the neighborhood of Las Vegas city golf course, Las 
Vegas Drive residential section, Smoke Ranch Road residential section, and other 
residential sections of Clark County, Nev., and said sections (claims) are needed 
for the residential expansion of the rapidly growing city of Las Vegas and Las 
Vegas Valley areas, Clark County, Nev. 

3. Said sections (claims) are in a residential and suburban agricultural zone 
established by the Regional Planning Commission of Clark County, Nev., where 
commercial excavations are forbidden and said commission has gone on record 
as opposed to any further expansion of this type of industry in said zone. 

4. If the Federal Government is to dispose of said lands (claims) they are bet- 
ter suited for the farmer and homeowner than for destruction as placer mining 
claims, and the granting of said applications would constitute discrimination 
against said classes of persons who have sought said lands of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

5. The granting of said applications would militate strongly against the Fed- 
eral Government's soil-conservation program which describes topsoil as “our 
most valuable asset.” 

6. Said excavations (claims) denude the land of vegetation and its support- 
ing soil and leave banks around the edges which the winds attack and enlarg 
scattering great clouds of dust back upon local settlers. 

7. Said lands are within the confines of the Las Vegas Valley Water District 
where it is known that a water shortage exists which in view of the expansion 
of Las Vegas Valley will be permanent and said vast land-stripping operations 
materially lower the water table of the valley by interrupting the normal process 
of natural deposit of water in the basin. 

8. Said lands (claims) when so stripped have an assessed valuation of almost 
nothing and are in effect permanently removed from present or future tax rolls 
as they cannot be filled in practically and are to nearly all intents and purposes, 
ruined permanently. 

9. The values of privately owned land adjoining said widespread excavations 
(claims) are seriously and permanently impaired because of said proximity from, 
among others, esthetic reasons, matters of ingress and egress, and the tendency 
of the public to dump trash and refuse in said abandoned excavations. Further 
evidence of this is the fact that a local Las Vegas, real-estate broker refused to 
take a listing on a parcel of privately owned land because of its contiguity to 
such an excavation. 
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Wherefore, the undersigned, respectfully request that the Bureau of Land 
Management and said United States Land and Survey Office, of Reno, Nev., the 
Department of the Interior, and the Government of the United States deny 
said applications for placer mining claims. 


By Tonopan Highway District IMPROVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION, CLARK County, NEV. 
Frep B. Hoventon, Temporary Secretary. 


Mr. Hosmer. Could you tell us what they do with that soil they 

take out of there? 

Mr. RuyMann. Well, we have had placer mining operations here 
in Las Vegas and all they do is they take the topsoil and the »y take this 
soil out and put it on the grounds in Las Vegas, they are stripping the 
outlying districts and taking it in and making lawns grow for the 
city of Las Vegas. Now the reason we are objecting to this is, it is 
within a mile or two of the city limits the city of Las V egas and the 
land westerly, immediately west of it, of the section, is held in private 
ownership, and this so-called placer mining is located right near the 
residential land. This land is actually needed for residential expan- 
sion. 

Mr. Ruopers. Has this petition been granted for this placer mining 
claim ? 

Mr. Ruymann. No, but it is in the hopper now. 

Mr. Ruopes. Well, has the land been classified as available for 
placer mining claims? 

Mr. Ruymann. Well, it is my understanding that it is in an un- 
named mining area. 

Mr. Ruopes. It is classified ? 

Mr. Smrrson. It doesn’t require classification, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you know this particular land under discussion ? 

Mr. Simpson. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would you have any other requests for use? 

Mr. Simpson. Yes, sir. This is similar to any application for a 
mineral patent, while their application, if it is complete in all re- 
spects, I order publication immediately in the paper and I think this 
has been published, and that protest of course is filed with the Land 
Office and a copy served on the mining claimant and then I issue a 
final certificate to Washington, and stamp on that, “Withhold issu- 
ance of patent pending an investigation,” then a mining engineer will 
examine it to see whether it complies with the United States mining 
laws. 

Mr. Youne. What are the requirements for a patent to be issued 
on a placer claim ? 

Mr. Stmpson. On each claim or any claim which is for the benefit 
of a group of claims, there must be at least $500 worth of improve- 
ment work. So, there must be mineral there, in sufficient quantity for 
a prudent man to attempt to make a mine out of it. 

Mr. Youne. Who pays for the survey costs? 

Mr. Surrson. On the placer, mineral placer claims, it does not have 
to be surveyed. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are you contending that patents are being issued for 
placer claims on land that is not pli wcer land or doesn’t have gravel 
there? 

Mr. Rvuymann. Whether or not there is gravel—there is gravel all 
over the city of Las Vegas—what we are contending is that ‘they are 








142 BOULDER CITY, NEV. 


about to permit the granting of these placer claims on land that is 
contiguous to residential development. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does that office have any discretion with respect to 
granting a claim or not granting a claim? 

Mr. Srrpson. You have a right to file a protest during this period 
of publication. Then it is settled by a higher office than mine. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, assuming that the situation is exactly as you 
have outlined, and extremely regrettable, I would still like to know 
whether the Government office has the power to exercise any discre- 
tion in the issuance of these claims, that are now on the books, 

Mr. RuymMann. Well, we think that the committee should imme- 
diately pull all the land applications that are in and put them a sort of 
status quo and go into the advisability of a change in the law. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, we can’t suspend the operations of the law that 
are on the books right now. You state it is a discretionary matter 
with the Government? 

Mr. Ruymann. Well, it is my understanding, that’s the way they 
explained it to me, but I can’t find out from them what perimiters 
they use in determining whether or not this is a bona fide claimant. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, perhaps we can have some testimony from Mr. 
Simpson. 

Mr. Younc. Has anybody made an application for small tracts on 
this area? It seems to me, that being contiguous to the residential 
land, a small-tract application might give you priority. Do you 
have anything else ? 

Mr. RuyMann. Well. if possible, I would like to call Mr. Houghton 
and let him talk to you for about 3 minutes. 

Mr. Hoventon. Mr. Chairman, I am Fred B. Houghton. Tam the 
treasurer and secretary of this Tonopah Highway District Improve- 
ment Association. One of the beneficials that is mentioned here in 
the application of land up in this section as now open for small tracts, 
does that include this lease where these placer claims are filed? 

Mr. Youne. Are you making a statement or asking a question ? 

Mr. Hoveuron. Well, he said that there was a new classification, 
and I just wanted to know—— 

Mr. Youna. I thought vou wanted to make a statment. Is it now 
your desire to find out for the issuance of mining claims? 

Mr. Hovenrton. Just like Mr. Ruymann has pointed out, that the 
best use of this land is not for mining when it is right on the edge of 
the city limits. That’s about all I can say. 

Mr. Youne. All right, thank you. Your exhibit will be incor- 
porated into the record, Mr. Ruymann. Our next speaker is Mr. 
Keefer 

(Nore.—Since the exhibit of Mr. Ruymann was read in its entirety, 
it is not included again here.) 

Mr. Kererrr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Milton W. Keefer, and I represent Mr. J. W. Allen, and certain 
associates, who have one of these placer mining claims, that is incom- 
plete at the present time. I incidentally also represent two other 
clients, Mr. McCall and a Mr. O. H. Nelson, who have filed an applica- 
tion for a patent on certain other mining claims, which are referred to 
specifically by Mr. Ruymann, and which are situated in the area which 
is being considered for reclassification. 


hana 4 
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I find the practical facts of this situation meets the question and 
attempts to present a possible issue as to what might be necessary to 
help clarify the situation. 

I want to ask, and to apologize to the committee for not having had 
time to prepare this in written form, and would like to request time 
to supplement what I am going to summarize in written form to the 
committee. 

The reason for that is, I have just received, as of Saturday, a rever- 
sal decision made by Mr. Simpson, rejecting the location of placer 
claims, of placer locations of Mr. Allen. 

About 2 years ago he acquired these claims. He developed them as 
sand aggregate and building stone claims. He has since his acquisi- 
tion expended in excess of $22,000 in land and equipment and develop- 
ment and production of gravel, stone, and sand from that area. He 
has removed over 50,000 tons of gravel and sand that has been used in 
the construction of various projects. He has probably contributed to 
some four or five hundred homes that have been built within the last 
year and a half or 2 years. With respect to that claim a field exami- 
nation was made of the particular area involving his claims by the 
Land Survey Office in Reno, and their decision was reached after a 
number of 5-acre tract applications were received within the last 6 
months, I believe, I don’t have the date of them, there were some 32 
of these small tract leases applied for. Out of that number—— 

Mr. Young. On the land that your client had ? 

Mr. Keerer. On the land that Mr. Allen had had for the last 2 
years, and de veloped to the tune of $22,000. 

Out of these 32 applications it appears from the face of it that they 
were arranged by one of these so-called locators. The circumstances 
of that I am not informed, so I can’t indicate whether or not fees were 
received for locating them; but on the face of it, it is indicated that 
they were referred to people who had no knowledge of the land and 
have perhaps never seen it. 

Out of that 32 applications there are 4 persons with addresses in 
Nevada, there are 18 with addresses in California, 7 with addresses 
in Utah, 2 in Montana, and 1 overseas—he is a serviceman, apparently. 

I think it is obvious on the face of the thing that the applications 
are not for people who desire to build their homes and set up house- 
keeping. 

As a result of the examination, I would like to quote from the deci- 
sion reversing the local land and survey office’s opinion and decision: 

A field examination of the south half of section 2 by a mineral examiner of 
the Bureau revealed that all of this land is covered by valid mining claims located 
under the United States mining laws, and is therefore not subject to lease under 
the Small Tract Act.” 

Now, that decision went to Washington in the normal channels. The 
Secretary or Director of the Bureau, Mr. Zimmerman, of the Bureau 
of Land Management, Department of the Interior, reversed that deci- 
sion on the basis that by precedent the burden is upon the locator of 
mining claims to establish the validity of the claim. 

Now it raises this very practical problem. We now have a claim 
that has had expended upon it some $22,000, developed and operated, 
and I think validly, and certainly with the approval by an examina- 
tion of the land office here. 
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We are faced with the problem of 32 defendants. We are going 
to have to locate them in various parts of California, Utah, and Mon- 
tana, and even overseas, to serve them personally. 

Mr. Youne. How much of that 3,600 acres is actually being used 
for sand and gravel ? 

Mr. Keerrer. The claims are filed on 120 acres at the present time. 
At the present time there has — development done in one-sixteenth 
of that, or 10 acres has been, or has had the building stone extracted 
from it. The development contemplates the use of the entire area. 

Mr. Hosmer. You mention serving all of these defendants; is that 
done in a court suit, or is that another hearing before the adminis- 
trative body ? 

Mr. Keerer. It is my understanding that it will have to be done in 
the form of a court suit in order to establish the legal validity of the 
claim. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Simpson, do you know the answer to my question ? 

Mr. Stupson. No. It is new to me; I have never seen one just like 
this before and I don’t know how the proceeding on it would be. 

Mr. Hosmer. Does that decision give the right of appeal? 

Mr. Suwpson. Yes; to the Secretary, I believe. 

Mr. Krerrr. Within 30 days from the date of the decision. The de- 
cision was granted on September 4 and served by registered mail to 
Mr. Allen on the same day. 

Mr. Ruopes. Your action is one in the nature of quiet title? 

Mr. Youne. You have 3,600 acres? 

Mr. Kerrer. There are two different acreages, though they are in 
the same general area. Now, one of the questions that occurs to me is 
the unrestricted, apparently, ability of these so-called locators to go 
out and secure applications from innumerable people in various local- 
ities outside of the State in which the land is located, and then file the 
application, when obviously they are required to state under oath in 
their application that they have examined the loand. Now, certainly, 
two of these applicants if they had examined the land, certainly they 
would have found that they had 5 acres of valley that had been dug 
out, the gravel, sand, and building stone removed to a depth of 4 or 5 
feet below the general level of the area. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are those applications made under oath ? 

Mr. Stupson. No longer: no, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is not required under the present regulations. 
There is a place on the application where they may so state, but 
there is no reason to do so. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, you could place in your recommendations, you 
could require an affidavit. 

Mr. Horrman. You could. 

Mr. Hosmer. What I am trying to get at, is whether we change the 
law or whether you fellows change your regulations. 

Mr. Ruopes. Am I correct in stating that this particular section or 
area has not been classified for small-tract leases ? 

Mr. Simpson. A portion of that section 2 has. The south half of it, 
we received a report saying that it contained valid mining claims. 
There was 40 arces of that in highway material site, and there were 80 
acres of Government about a half mile north of your claim. 

Mr. Keerer. I think it is only fair to indicate to the committee that 
with these lands, with these claims, that in both of the instances in 


BOULDER CITY, NEV. 145 


which I represent the parties they were established some years ago 
and at that time Las Vegas had not grown to the extent it has. It is 
presently relatively contiguous, about a mile or 2 miles, from the 
present development of Las V egas in that general area, and in fact, the 
city has grown out to that area, and there is a greater need for mt 
gravel, building stone in a community which 1s growng and in the 
building and construction of new homes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Have you taken any material out of there, that you 
merely transferred over, as top soil for other parts of the city ? 

Mr. Keerrer. I can’t answer that question. 

Mr. Auten. There is no top soil, it is gravel. There is no such thing 
as top soil around Vegas. The material that is used for top soil is 
blow sand off of sand dunes. 

Mr. RuyMann. Mr. Young, i in fairness to the paper that I filed, it 
is true that it is not. top soil in the sense as they probably understand 
it in California and Oregon and Washington, but as we understand 
it in Nevada that is the ‘only kind of top soil here, and that is the 
kind that makes the grass grow in town. 

Mr. Ruopes. I just want to ask, When were these placer claims 
located ¢ 

Mr. Kerrer. I don’t know the original date of loc mene They were 
relocated by Mr. Allen about 2 years ago. They became in default 
by failure of proper improvements, and he took them over and 
acquired them at that time and purchased some of the equipment 
that had been placed on them by the previous operation. 

Mr. Ruopes. And at the present time is he intending to get a 
patent ¢ 

Mr. Keerer. In fact, he came to me Thursday to file an applica- 
tion for a patent, and that decision was received Saturday. The main 
problem appears to me to be the problem of controlling in some 
manner, indiscriminate locations of these sites, by persons, whom I 
personally believe, as I indicated, by their record, have no interest 
in homesites, but who are providing a ete for someone who is 
merely a real-estate man, or an attorney, or any other man profession- 
ally equipped to sell these applications, ‘al 1 know that some of 
them do perform it as a service charge anywhere from $25 to $75 to 
the applicant. 

Mr. Younc. What recommendations do you have to eliminate this 
evil or obviate this difficulty ¢ 

Mr. Keerer. I haven't had sufficient opportunity to give it a great 
deal of thought, but it would appear that some correction exists in 
the local level of the field offices to determine the authenticity of the 
application, whether it is made as a matter of actual desire to acquire 
the place and for the purposes for which it is leased. I think that it 
raises the question of either a change in policy or an amendment or 
revision of legislation. I am not prepared to comment on that phase 
of it. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much for your testimony. Mr. Simp- 
son, is there anything you want to add before we conclude here ¢ 

Mr. Simpson. No; nothing. 

Mr. Ruymann. I would like to have the record show the appre- 
ciation for the very fine manner in which Mr. Young has brought 
this hearing about. 
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Mr. Hosmer. Well, we very much appreciated the opportunity to 
come down, we wish to thank you for your hospitality, and to assure 
you that your problems are of very great interest to us, and as we 
go back to Washington with this information, and deliberate on 
these things, we will try to the very best of our ability, to work out 
the changes in the law that are needed to make your area a better 
place to live in. 

Mr. Ruopves. I would like to associate myself with the remarks of 
my colleague from California and to add, Mr. Chairman, my personal 
congratulations to you for the fine way you have handled the hearing, 
and to the people of Las Vegas and Boulder City, and to the southern 
Nevada people who have furnished the fine testimony that we have 
heard here today. 

Mr. Youne. Is there anyone else who has any statements they 
would like to make? If not, if you do wish to submit written state- 
ments to Mr. Wartman or myself before October 1, they may be 
incorporated into the record. 
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